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Against Deepening Crisis 
and Glass Collaborators —— 


WHAT BASIS FOR A WORKING 
CLASS FIGHTBACK? 








As the IWG showed in Class Struggle No. working class and plunged many of the best mil- 
10, the February General Election - despite the itants into cynical hostility towards political 
rejection of both Fianna Fail and Coalition by action. 
the working class and the resulting hung Dail - 
gave a new license to the bourgeoisie to resume The collapse of any centralised trade union 
its austerity policies. Despite the oppoprtuni- response at the very outset in the face of 
ties for the working class movement this was Haughey's Public Sector Pay attack was prefig- 
accomplished without shattering the precarious ured earlier in 1982 by the union leaders' sab- 
mould of Irish politics and without clearing the otage of the social insurance PRSI protests, and 
road for independent political representation of in previous years of the 'tax equity’ mobilisa- 
the working class. tions. But the sabotage of public sector work- 

ers' response to Haughey's diktat on pay, 

IWG placed the responsibility for that through the tactics of divide and rule, was a 
outcome squarely on the "Left TD's" - the much more deep-going setback because the issue 
"Workers Party" and the odious Gregory who was an immediate and concrete question of pay 
guaranteed Fianna Fail a working majority and posed simultaneously for 300,000 workers - wor- 
have continued to do so: "The role of the Left kers organised in the biggest battallions in 
TDs offers the exploiting class a major gain in Irish society by reason of working for the big- 
allowing it resume a deepening offensive on the gest employer - the State. For, Haughey was 
working class on all fronts" (CS 10), Simultan- cancelling, or at best deferring for three or 
eously the defeat of the H-Block struggle left four months the 5% "rise" already promised as an 
the anti-Unionist working class open to stepped integral part of what was already a savagely 
up reprisals, liftings, and framings and embol- restrictive "Agreement" conjured up in secret 
dened Thatcher and Prior to try for political with the union bureaucrats, and he was scrapping 
"stability" in the Six Counties as part of her special pay claims adding up to over a hundred 
monetarist and imperialist strategy. million pounds for various sections with the aim 

of smashing the relativity structures in public 

Haughey's switch from an election platform sector wages - an explicit plank also in Fine 
in which he condemned "inhuman monetarism" to a Gael’ new economic plan. 
policy of savage cuts in the health and social . 
services, and his cancelling of wage rises for The manoeuvres of the union bureaucracy, 
the Public Sector show the real depth of the the collusion of the so-called Workers Party and 
economic crisis facing his capitalist and fin- the lying posture of the Labour Party must be 
ancial masters. The attacks on free medecines seen against the relative weakness of the res- 
for the poor, slashing of Health Board budgets, ponse of the rank and file itself - many sec- 
privatising beds, laying off nurses and espe- tions of which in the present period have struck 
cially the wage and vacancies embargo give a and heroically fought to defend their conditions 
foretaste of what the Irish bourgeoisie is det- even though in complete isolation and often 
ermined to do to survive. Those attacks also despite remote chances of success, The key to 
give a foretaste of the capacity for treachery understanding this is twofold - the growth of 
of the existing trade union leaderships. unemployment and the inflicting of "responsibi- 


lity" for the crisis on the working class. 
How to fight those collaborators in a way 





that puts the working class on a war footing in Unemployment eThale 

its own defence is a question sharply posed at ae 

this time. For, large sections of workers are And _ Intimidates 

angered at their leaders' impotence and lying in Firstly, the capitalist recession has 

the face of price rises, closures, slashing of doubled unemployment in three years in the Rep- 
social services and brazen cancellation of ele- ublic - now standing at 200,000 according to = 
mentary wage commitments. And in the absence of leading employers spokesperson, or 161,000 off- 
an alternative fighting leadership, the spect- icially, that is over 15% of insured workers. 
acle of "Labour" and the "Left TDs" in Leinster And in the Six Counties the bosses have comcet 
House trailing on the coat-tails of the capita-. trated the "reserve army of labour” om the 


list parties has politically disorientated the unprecedented scale of an average of 25% ising 


to 60% in some nationalist areas. Unemployment 
on such a scale serves to intimidate and divide 
workers. 


Historically unemployment has been the 
major weapon of the Irish bourgeoisie in holding 
down wages to prop up their profit rates, while 
at the same time the extreme haemorrhage of 
emigration has defused the radicalising poten- 
tial of the continuing social crisis of a weak 
and imperialised capitalist country in which 
Partition had broken the back of the Ireland 
working class movement. 


Capitalism turns human labour power into a 
commodity and subjects the lives of workers to 
the profit-lust of the bosses. It uses "market 
forces" during each recession to drive down the 
price of labour power below its customary sub- 
sistence value. That is, it deliberately uses 
unemployment as a battering ram against the 
living standards of the working class. In orga- 
nised industrial jobs it undermines wage milit- 
ancy by lay-offs, closures and threats of red- 
undancy, threats which it uses to impose speed- 
ups and productivity-drives on workers for no 
real wage gain. The bosses divide the workforce 
at every level with the spectre of unemployment. 
With the aid of the trade union broker officials 
the workers are tricked and threatened into 
breaking solidarity with their fellow workers, 
settling for large-scale redundancies supposedly 
"in the interests of keeping the remaining jobs" 
- for example, 1,100 redundancies "agreed" 
recently in the Guinness profit empire. 


In unskilled service jobs or poorly organ- 
ised areas of work the bosses draw on the vast 
pool of unemployed to replace already low-wage 
labour with doubly exploited youth and part-time 
labour at wage levels below subsistence - forc- 
ing them into ever deeper dependence on their 
families. Working women are made a scapegoat, 
further deepening the divisions in the working 
class. The chasm between the employed and the 
unemployed is exploited by the ideologists of 
pulpit and press to demand sacrifices from those 
at work to help the unemployed - sacrifices 
which are pocketed by the bosses to add to their 
capital for whenever rising profit rates again 
make it worth their while to invest. In short, 
nothing in the economic offensive of the bour- 
geoisie is more damaging to the working class 
than increased unemployment, and nothing shows 
up more clearly the treachery of the union 
leaders and the bankruptcy of traditional trade 
union answers to the bosses' attacks. 


Who is Responsible 





For the Crisis ? 

The other factor in the growing reluctance 
of the working class to fight in its own defence 
is workers' increased acceptance of the claims 

of the ruling class about the nature of the 

crisis and the answer to it. This is particul- 

arly true among the better-paid white-collar 
employees whose interests dominate the general 
public sector unions - employees far removed 

from the much more concrete experience of direct 
exploitation in productive industry. 


In the absence of a genuinely anti-capita- 
list leadership however, workers in general come 
to accept the bosses' lie that the economic 
crisis is because "we are living beyond our 
means", because "wage increases are Causing job 


losses and inflation" and because "social serv- 
ices are putting the country into debt". The 
barrage of this lying propaganda has been met 
with the SILENCE of the trade union bureaucrats 
and of Labour and the "Left TDs". In the major 
general unions "custom and practice" is cited to 
prevent even the rank and file issuing 

public statements in their own defence! The 
failure, in a trade union movement as propor- 
tionately large as Ireland's, to produce a 
fighting newspaper as a weapon, as a means to 
class-conscious unity, is deliberate - for it 
would undermine the separate role of the broker 
bureaucrats. 


Any counter propaganda offensive by them would 
risk encouraging the militant sections of the 
rank and file to lead real struggle based on 
rejecting the bosses' claims as lies. That would 
mean fighting to index wages to inflation, to 
win a minimum wage, to refuse to implement pub- 
lic service cuts, to refuse cover for unfilled 
vacancies, to demand to open the books of the 
bosses and the state for workers' inspection, to 
occupy plants where closures were threatened. In 
such a struggle there would no longer be any 
secure role for unelected, unaccountable trade 
union leaders whose primary interest is their 
privileged security as brokers WITHIN the 
capitalist wage system. 


The Public Sector Pay war makes this clear. 
For, the ICTU and its Public Sector Committee 
(which engineered and imposed the current shabby 
Pay Agreement in the first place precisely to 
pre-empt any struggle from below) responded to 
Haughey's attack by focussing NOT on the wage— 
cuts that it involved but centrally on the 
breach of PROCEDURES between Government and 
union brokers. The manner of Haughey's attack 
threatened to undermine THEM! That is why their 
threats were furious enough to push Haughey into 
NEGOTIATIONS on a non-negotiable wage adjustment 
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Local Government workers strike for special 
claim - strike called off. 


already hailed as a "success" for wage rest- 
raint! This restored Governmental recognition of 
the role of the union leaders as brokers, It 
was these "negotiations" that the ICTU used 
to cover its calling off of demonstrations. 


But this caste of brokers is not indepen- 
dent of the rank and file. It rests upon the 
organised union movement for its very existence. 
In this contradictory role they are vulnerable 
to pressure from the rank and file, sections of 
which persisted nevertheless with protest 
strikes, such as the airport workers. That is 
why the bureaucracy NEEDS to have workers accept 
"their share" of responsibility for solving the 
capitalist crisis to dampen their militancy. 
ITGWU's John Carroll when asked on radio to 
answer bourgeois claims that the trade union 
leadership's demand for negotiations showed they 
"had no heart for a fight", foamed with anger 
and proclaimed that the trade unions were 
"responsible" bodies - responsible, that is, for 
maintaining bourgeois order at a time of 
"national" crisis! Similarly the current Cong- 
ress president, Cardiff of the FWUI, at his own 
union conference in May "said that his union 
would be prepared to enter a genuine national! 
plan provided other interest groups in society 
carried their fair share of the burden" (I. 

Times 2/6/82). 


The trade union leadership (and indeed 
trade union bargaining itself) has NO independ- 
ent working class answers to the capitalist 
offensive. Their entire world view, shared with 
them by the Labour Party and so-called Workers 
Party, amounts to bargaining within the capita- 
list system, within the limits of the wage con- 
tract. Historically they came into existence to 
represent the interests of the "labour aristoc- 
racy". This stratum, on the basis of a tiny 
share in the super profits of imperialist capi- 
talism, is assimilated to the petty bourgeoisie 
in its outlook and in its aspirations. (Although 
it is an imperialised country a thin labour 
aristocracy nevertheless existed and continues 
to exist in Ireland North and South.) 






THE OBSTACLE OF 


The dropping of "Sinn Fein" from its name 
has done nothing to absolve the so-called 
Workers Party from the petty-bourgeois essence 
of its radicalism - its CLASS ties with the 
bourgeoisie which explain its class collabor- 
ation in Leinster House with each of the capit- 
alist parties in turn within a single year. 


The party sprang from the radical Republi- 
wut base revived in the sixties among small- 
holders, petty proprietors, urban tenants, 
intelligentsia and students. It represents the 
latest in the long line of breaks away from the 
historic "Sinn Fein" movement. It differes from 
its predecessor the capitalist Fianna Fail Party 
(which leans on populist rhetoric to hold the 
masses) by adopting "socialist" rhetoric and 
orienting to the sections of the working class 
movement which tend to share the general outlook 
of the petty bourgeoisie - the public sector 
workers, white-collar workers and the union 
bureaucracy (in which it is determined to root 
itself). 


THE ‘WORKERS PARTY’ 





Any worker familiar with the manoeuvres and 
trickery of the bureaucracy in the day-to-day 
struggles, e.g. in refusing to make workers’ 
strikes official, will not be surprised that if 
confronted with revolutionary working class 
action the bureaucrats would deliberately join 
with the bosses. They are a consciously coun- 
ter-revolutionary caste. That is not to say, 
however, that they cannot be forced by workers 
in struggle to go along way with the rank and 
file. Their present hold over the organised 
power and resources of the labour movement 
should be proof enough that the rank and file 
must always fight to force the union officials 
to lead, while not holding back from building 
the organs of a rank and file movement and 
fighting independently of the bureaucracy. 


The Class Collaborators 


Have no Answer ! 


There is not, in all the "policies" of the 
Union bureaucracy, nor of their Labour Party, 
nor of the so-called Workers Party, as we shall 
see, even the beginnings of a working class 
answer to the bosses' offensive. But that does 
not make these false leaders irrelevant as the 
centrists and revolutionary nationalists 
believe. 





On the contrary, the political role of the 
bureaucracy, of Labour and of the "Left TDs" 
acts to divert and choke any attempt of the rank 
and file to give political expression to their 
needs as a class. Instead of offering to the 
working class movement a fighting leadership 
which turns outwards to the living struggles of 
workers to develop them in a united front mobi- 
lised (in the first instance) at the point of 
production, instead of developing such a move- 
ment in which a revolutionary party of the 
leading militants could be welded together as 
the political leadership of the class, their 
"political" actions line up the labour movement 
behind one or other faction of the bosses‘ 
parties, behind one or other "choice" offered by 
the bourgeoisie. 








Its adaptation to stalinism by supporting 
the ruling castes of the bureaucratically 
degenerate Workers States is entirely consistent 
with this orientation. THus it supports the 
Polish bureaucracy against Solidarnosc and 
points to East Germany and Cuba as models for 
"Socialism". Its antagonism to the much smaller 
stalinist "Communist Party" results from a 
belief, which partially expresses the interests 
of the wider social strata of the "Workers 
Party" base, that economic development !s poss- 
ible in Ireland through State Capitalism and 
capitalist rationalisation of agriculture in 
partnership with transnational capital within 

the EEC. 


(On the other hand the CP believes that the 
Kremlin can achieve a socialist world if workers 
in the West weaken its imperialist enemies by 
combining with the small farmers and national 
"democratic" sections of their bourgeoisie to 
leave the EEC and defeat the multinationals. The 
CP in the "Irish Socialist' Aug. 1982 backs the 


position of the “Workers Party" that the 'gains' 
of the 'left' in the last election justify 
adaptation to Fianna Fail, that it should not 
jeopardise those gains by voting down this 
austerity government!) 

In no sense does the "Workers Party" 
believe in or fight for the independent self- 
organisation of the working class on a programme 
of political, economic and ideological struggle 
against capitalism. It is a party opposed to 
workers' revolution. The "logic" of ‘its prog- 
ramme compels it to support and maintain the 
institutions of bourgeois democracy, of the 
bourgeois state. 


This was sharply underlined in June in 
Leinster House when Fianna Fail, in a concession 
to soften-up public sector workers prior to 
attacking their wages, included public employees 
within the scope of the 1906 Trades Disputes 
Act. The Labour Party argued, feebly, that the 
police and army should be accorded trade union 
rights. But the "Workers Party" opposed this! 
Their spokesperson claimed that they could not 
support such rights for the Army as that would 
be a recipe for anarchy! The real poverty, 
discontent and denial of civil rights among 
Irish army privates is all the more reason, 
however, why revolutionary socialists should see 
such rights as a starting point for a programme 
directed to soldiers towards the creation of 
soldiers' committees in the army which would 
defy any order to break strikes or march against 
the working class. The need to split the ranks 
-of the army from the hold of its bourgeois 
officers - to neutralise it as the instrument of 
capitalist state power - is a vital task of the 
workers' movement if it is not to go down to 
complete destruction when it challenges the rule 
of the bourgeoisie - as it did in Chile under 
left-reformist Allende. 
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The "Workers Party" voted Fianna Fail into 


power. The political independence of the working 
class demands that it should have voted against 
BOTH capitalist parties' proposed governments. 
But the class they serve in the last analysis is 
the bourgeoisie, their true political master. 





So, these traitors carried out their "responsi- 
bility" to capitalist "democracy" by voting for 
the Fine Gael Labour Coalition in 1981 and 
Fianna Fail in 1982. They have taken every pre- 
caution to ensure that no symbolic "opposition" 
by them would risk bringing down Fianna Fail. 


They supported that Party's savage budget 
as a ‘lesser evil'. In this they stood with the 
bishops, the bourgeoisie and the bureaucracy in 
'recognising' the ‘difficult circumstances' of 
‘our' economy. Their claim that the working 
class didn't want the Government to fall because 
it didn't want another election is pathetically 
dishonest. The so-called Workers Party implies 
that the working class prefers savage attacks on 
its living standards rather than "another elec- 
tion"! The responsibility for an election, had 
"WP" taken a principled position, would have 
been on the capitalist parties - to explain why 
with 85% of the seats THEY couldn't together 
form a government for their class! "WP" was 
really running scared from the responsibility of 
asserting working class independence of any 
bourgeois "solution". They were scared of the 
consequence of then having to stand over the 
mobilisation of the direct action of the class 
itself - a perspective that is anathema to their 
petty bourgeois bureaucratic interests. 


Hoping the class will forget or have no 
alternative but to vote for them, they prefer to 
buy time to ingratiate themselves with the petty 
bourgeois layers of society and dig in to the 
parliamentary apparatus of clientilism and pub- 
licity before they have to risk their own three 
seats again before the electorate! So they con- 
tinue unshakeable in their determination not to 
topple Haughey until - as with Kemmy and the 
Coalition - the savagery of the Government gives 
them excuse to pick conditions favourable to 
their own purely electoral interests. 


SS RE ES ES A TIE SE 
PICTURE: After isolated militant protest action 


failed, Avoca Miners present letter at Dail. 
ITGWU's Des Geraghty (WP) complains of 
Government failure to consult unions. 
Photo: Derek Speirs (Report). 
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WP DEPUTIES CONDONE 
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The "Workers Party" is in political COALITION 
with Fianna Fail, a populist capitalist party 
which it supports for its "pragmatism". It is 

not the formal coalition of a shared cabinet but 
it is nonetheless real POLITICAL support for the 
capitalist parties. It has allowed them to pre- 
serve their system of alternating capitalist 
governinents, an illusion of "democracy" based on 
the old civil war party divisions which has 
allowed the capitalist parties to retain seven 
times as many seats as the ‘working class' can- 
didates in the Southern Parliament. The "Workers 
Party" and the odious Kemmy and Gregory refused 
to break that political mould, refused to force 
the two capitalist parties together when the 
latter had no choice but to combine OR be res- 
ponsible for yet a third general election in a 
year. They put the stability of the bourgeois 
Dail (on which their electoral gains depend) 
before the needs of the working class. 


Although its programme is therefore in 
essence bourgeois - the survival of the bour- 
geois state comes first - it is at the same time 
a contradictory formation. Its roots, its base, 
are in the organisations of the working class, 
albeit mainly among the bureaucrats and a narrow 
section of the members, the labour aristocracy. 
Its self-interest is to preserve the privileges 
and prestige of its role as a political broker 
for that base. The nakedness of the Labour 
Party's own treachery, the bankruptcy of the 
revolutionary nationalists and their camp foll- 
owers among the centrists (PD, LWR and in 
practice SWM), the lack of any revolutionary 
alternative will continue to drive class-con- 
scious workers' votes as well as aspiring union 
careerists towards the "Workers Party" despite 
its record, placing it even better to further 
choke workers' struggles. 


‘Workers Party’ and 


Public Sector Defeats 


Already "WP" has begun to play a signific- 
ant role within the trade union movement as a 
whole, dominated as the movement is by the per- 
spectives of those white-collar sections of 
workers where the "Workers Party" is most con- 
centrated. It must bear a large share of the 
responsibility for the setbacks over Public 
Sector Pay. Its petty bureaucrat agents swayed 
union branches against any all-out strikes or 
action independent of the token stoppages 
scheduled by the Public Sector Committee of 
Congress. "WP" union officials had a significant 
voice in that committee through whorn it planned 
to win publicity and prestige by "leading" the 
struggle. The bureaucratic nature of that lead- 
ership included sending out emissaries to towns 
where demonstrations. were planned and taking 








In the major European imperialist countries 
the effective functioning of capitalist rule has 
entailed the emergence - and even the revival or 
reconstruction as in France and Germany - of 
"bourgeois workers parties" - Lenin's precise 
description. These mass 'Social-Democratic' or 
Labour parties have functioned politically to 
limit the working class movement to the pursuit 
of "reforms" within the capitalist state, 
reforms increasingly shallow and temporary as 
capitalism enters a period of crisis. 





LABOUR PARTY A HISTORIC RUMP 


control of them out of local hands. This would 
ensure their "leadership" where the demos were 
held as in Cork and their ability to call them 
off when it suited them as in Galway - a decis- 
ion notified to the Galway Trades Council 
through the national media! 

"WP" was caught in its own trap when the 
Congress Executive played along with Haughey's 
divide and rule tactics, wringing concessions 
for isolated sections and agreeing to "negotia- 
tions". The Congress Executive left it to the 
Public Sector Committee to go ahead with one-day 
stoppages etc. if it chose. The PSC was unwill- 
ing to fight on. Thus two layers of the Congress 
bureaucracy (reflecting frictions between Labour 
Party - Carroll, Cardiff etc. -and "Workers 
Party" officials - Rabbitte, Brady etc.) played 
blind man's buff with the interests of public 
sector workers. WP remained uncritical and 
silent about its capitulation, attempting to 
pass the buck entirely to the Executive. The 
Executive was able to reject rank and file pro- 
tests such as the protest letter from Galway 
ITGWU members to which Congress replied that the 
calling off of the Galway demonstration was not 
their decision but that of the PSC! 

Militants who had warned against the cer- 
tain treachery of the PSC, on its record, were 
attacked in the branches by "WP" who must now be 
held responsible for the sellout equally with 
the bureaucracy. The compromisers claim that 
they wrested 60 millions from Haughey. They in 
fact handed back to Haughey twice as much, pre- 
viously promised in the: shattered Pay Agreement; 
and worse - the Government claims that monies 
paid will be deducted from the overall provision 
for public sector pay for next year! 


PSC chairman Greg Maxwell expressed the 
satisfied interests of the Brokers when he said 
that "the committee believed that certain prin- 
ciples had been upheld which were more important 
in ways than the cash settlements agreed in the 
proposals. The industrial relations process will 
continue to operate and we have been assured 
that future settlements will be honoured."!! - 

I, Times 5/10/82. 


A genuine fighting movment of the rank and 
file would mobilise to force WP to vote in the 
Dail against attacks on the class, and against 
capitalist budgets. It would demand that these 
usurpers use the platform of the Dail instead to 
call for the independent mobilisation of organ- 
ised trade unionists in action against wage 
restraint and the cuts. It would force them to 
account in the workplaces and branches for the 
treachery of their policies. Only such tactics 
can force them to break with the bourgeoisie and 
so clear them out of the way of the class 
struggle, 


BUT A HISTORIC OBSTACLE 


They have actively opposed and defeated 
revolutionary mobilisations of workers, witch- 
hunted and expelled militants labelled as 
"communist" (both stalinists and genuine revol- 
utionaries) and nakedly used the repressive 
apparatus of the capitalist state against the 
working class. 





The social basis of these counter-revolu- 
tionary leaderships is the "labour aristocracy”, 
but the political illusions on which they rest 


are widely spread among the mass of workers. 
Together with the trade union leaders these 
reformist political leaderships are part of the 
bureaucratic 'caste' that acts as broker between 
the classes. In order to preserve the social 
privileges of this role it is driven both to 
maintain the existence of the workers' organis- 
ations and to trample on workers' democracy 
within them in order ‘to exterminate any organ- 
ised threat to the Capitalist State. So, the 
labour bureaucracy as a whole embodies a living 
contradiction for it is based on the working 
class but in the last analysis does the will of 
the bourgeoisie. 


In Ireland, imperialist partition of the 
island and the divisions thus maintained in the 
working class, has produced a politically 
enfeebled proletariat. It remains prey to popu- 
list bourgeois nationalism, petty-bourgeois 
nationalism or pro-imperialist Unionism as long 
as there remains the living legacy of a national 
revolution of 1916-21 aborted by an Imperialist 
settlement. Bourgeois rule has thus functioned 
effectively without the need for a MASS 
reformist workers Party. 


The trade union bureaucracy North and South 
has been able to act as the instrument to 
discipline and control, to politically bind and 
gag the mass of Irish workers within the stunted 
limits of trade union routinism, divided and 
sectionalised. As a matter of principle, it has 
isolated workers from all ideological questions 
of Government, Party and power. Its rump "Irish 
Labour Party", rather than embodying the refor- 
mist illusions of the mass of Irish workers 
seeking their own political representation, 
instead expresses the stifling of their 
political aspirations. 


Photo: Derek Speirs (Report) 





Connolly’s Party ? 


To this very end the bureaucracy has used 
the Labour Party to usurp the mantle of James 
Connolly whose historic prestige was rooted in 


his REVOLUTIONARY opposition to capitalism, But, 


while correct in arguing for the political rep- 
resentation of labour in the debates that esta- 
blished the Irish Trades Union Congress as a 
Party from 1912 onwards, Connolly did so on a 
basis which FAILED even to propose, not to speak 
of actually establishing, a revolutionary per- 
spective or prograinme for that Party. That party 
went on to clearly repudiate the healthiest 
content of what Connolly himself stood for. So, 
when the "lefts" in the Labour Party, including 
Militant Tendency, speak of reforming it, of 
returning it to the "traditions of Connolly and 
Larkin", they give credence to the deceptions of 
the labour bureaucracy by sowing the false ill- 
usion that the Labour Party ever represented or 
is ever capable of representing the true 

interests of the Irish working class. 


Not only incapable of representing working 
class interests, Labour has been unable to ever 
win the support of a majority of Irish workers, 
even in the South. In its pursuit of "reforms" 
this rump party has not even seriously competed 
with the bourgeois populist Fianna Fail. 


The limited base of support to which Labour 
has been pared down dramatically in the last two 
elections corresponds to the historic ‘thinness’ 
of the labour aristocracy under imperialism in 
the South and the weakness of the sections of 
workers in rural areas whose abject dependence 
on the trade union bureaucracy ties them 
politically to the Party of the bureau- cracy. 
Larger sections of workers, especially in the 
cities, have only rarely, and then briefly, been 
drawn to the Labour Party. 


Labour Youth unemployment demo. All the panoply but few 


marchers. Front row, M,.D.Higgins (Labour Party 


chairperson), John Carroll & Michael Mullen (ITGWU), new 


left faker Brendan Halligan. Plus ITGWU Band, 











Left-reformists, and even the so-called 
Workers Party (now fated to compete with Labour 
on a similarly limited terrain) console them- 
selves that the failure of their kind of "class 
politics" to override the politics of the "civil 
war divisions" stems from an episodic "mistake" 
in electoral tactics dating from 1918. The truth 
lies in the opposite direction. The inability of 
the "Irish Labour Party and Trades Union Cong- 
ress" to contest, through the 1913 Elections, 
the Nationalists' claim to lead the nation on 
the historic road of self-determination and . 
economic development, flowed precisely fromm 
Labour's reformist and, in essence, 
pro-imperialist PROGRAMME, 


The programme on which the LPTUC initially 
decided to stand in the 1918 Elections was 
reformist and economistic. That programme, and 
therefore the LPTUC decision to stand in the 
elections, were rejected by the nationalist 
majority in Congress. For it deliberately 
ignored the central political question posed by 
the developing national revolution - the ques- 
tion of ending Britain's colonial rule. Only a 
party armed with an internationalist revolu- 
tionary prograinme which was fighting to over- 
throw British Imperialism and simultaneously 
native capitalism, Green and Orange, (i.e. a 
prograinme of Permanent Revolution) could have 
united the working class under its own indepen- 
dent banner and could have evoked the solidarity 
of British workers in the struggle for the 
Workers Republic, 


Labour’s Reactionary Role 


The reformist political programme of the 
labour bureaucracy sought instead to divert the 
working masses from revolutionary action against 
colonial rule. That was the only course of 
action that oculd preserve the bureaucratic 
unity of its base among nationalist and Unionist 
workers and especially the social stability so 
vital to the continued existence of the bureau- 
cracy within the capitalist system in this 
island. 

When Labour entered the semi-colonial Free 
State parliament in Dublin in 1922 it became a 
loyal Parliamentary Opposition, resolutely opp- 
osed to extra-parliamentary mass struggle. It 
became a partner to a brutal regime which esta- 
blished the institutions of a stunted and cler- 
icalist bourgeois democracy through a vicious 
economic offensive, a reactionary idological 
onslaught, and Civil War. Labour's crucial role 
in securing the adherence of the Southern masses 
to the Free State was openly applauded by bour- 
geois commentators. Even to-day the journal of 
the ITGWU in an article by Padraig Yeates can 
echo that applause: "The Labour movement, led by 
sane sensible men trying to protect workers 
interests in a far from sane conflict paid the 
price. In return however, they helped create 
parliamentary institutions in which class poli- 
tics would eventually have an opportunity to 
come of age" (I!)- Liberty, Sept. '32. 

‘Militant’s’ Religious Hope 
Contrary to the parliamentary cretinist 
views of Mr. Yeates, of the Labour "lefts" and 
the Militant Tendency, neither the passage of 
time nor the present crisis of bourgeois rule, 
nor any religious hope of a historically neces- 
sary turn by the working class to “its" Labour 










Party, can be relied upon to clear away the 
remnants of "civil war politics" in favour of 
their conception of "class politics". The party 
of the trade union bureaucracy has been defined 
as a rump party of class collaboration by the 
inherent irrelevance of any reformist political 
programme as a focus for the exploited masses 
Partitioned into two states, semi-colonial and 
colonial. 


The class energies of the majority of Irish 
workers oscillate between nationalism and 
syndicalist militancy in response to national 
oppresssion and imperialist exploitation. And 
any development of class-conscious mass struggle 
among the Protestant workers against the capit- 
alist offensive would quickly threaten the 
existence of the artificial Northern State and 
could only be successfully carried forward under 
revolutionary leadership or else be driven into 
retreat. 


The ground on which Labour stands therefore 
cannot corral the energies of the Irish working 
class. Even within purely economic struggles 
Labour has been unable to play any key role in 
containing the class's syndicalist militancy. 

The bureaucracy has refused to make official 
many key strikes and has collaborated with the 
capitalist parties, especially Fianna Fail, in 
National Agreements and Understandings designed 
to take trade union bargaining out of the con- 
trol of the rank and file and to restrain wage 
demands under the rubric of “orderly industrial 
relations". 





Labour’s Significance 


The significance of Labour resides in its 
function for the bureaucracy as their means of 
resisting and choking within the official trade 


inion organs every aspiration of the rank and 


file for political class-wide action. It is this 
role of Labour that must be smashed in fighting 
for a revolutionary action programme. The way 
this can be done by workers in struggle is by 
organising the fight to make Labour openly 
accountable for all its actions to the rank and 
file of the affiliated trade unions, the fight 

to force its branches and councils to turn out 
to the direct struggles of the class and support 
them, to force every individual parliamentary 
Labour candidate to publicly pledge to the wor- 
king class his or her commitment to vote against 
anti-working class budgets etc., to vote against 
installing any capitalist Government even 
DESPITE the Party Whip. 


Centrally such a fight must force Labour to 
Break With the Bourgeoisie! No to Coalition! No 
Support to Minority Capitalist Governments! 
Force Labour to use the platform of the Dail to 
call for working class direct action! 


Labour's part in the bureaucracy's broker- 
age, combined with its inability to corral] the 
support of the majority of workers, makes it 
congenitally incapable of political independence 
in parliament whenever there is a chance to 
enter Coalition Government with the capitalist 
parties. The coalitionisn of the parliamentary 
cretins of Labour who are blinded with lust for 
the spoils of office, has, however, dra'natically 
lost them support in four successive elections. 


So, in order to save the Labour Party as a fig 
leaf for THEIR political nakedness the bureau- 
cracy has wagged its finger at O'Leary's clique 
and proposed new forms of brokerage such as - 
for a time - support for minority capitalist 
Government without sharing Cabinet responsibil- 
ity. But also therefore without sharing the 
spoils! Politically that is still support for 

the bourgeoisie - just as it is operated now by 
the class collaborators of the "Workers Party" - 
a cosmetic form of Coalition. 


Break with the bourgeoisie 





But the unwillingness of the parasitic 
Labour deputies to settle for anything less than 
full and open pre-election support for the aus- 
terity policies of a bourgeois Coalition deepens 
the crisis for this party of the trade union 
bureaucracy. It also enhances the opportunity to 
force the bureaucracy to give substance to their 
"left" rhetoric about Labour's "identity" - to 
force Labour to fully break with the bour- 
geoisie! Only the pressure of a mobilised work- 
ing class clearly demanding this can win it. And 
workers will not fight for such political dem- 
ands except under the lead of militants who are 
being consciously won over to a revolutionary 
action programme. 


That is, a programme that outlines forms of 
organisation and concrete action-goals which are 
part of a POLITICAL perspective to put the 
working class on a war footing against capital- 
ism. That perspective has at its centre the aim 
of building a mass revolutionary working class 
Party. 





Crisis Of Leadership 


Thus, in mobilising the initial minority of 
class-conscious militants who can begin to build 
and lead the fightback, there can be no turning 
away from the 'awkward' realities of the Labour 
Party and the so-called Workers' Party. Politi- 
cal answers are needed with which to combat 
these parties in the class in order to clear the 
road of them. As spelt out in the last issue of 
"Class Struggle", despite its massive loss of 
electoral support the Labour Party remains the 
official Party of the Trade Unions and thus an 
unreformable political obstacle at the heart of 
the working class moveinent. And the so-called 
Workers Party is a real potential focus for 
workers who are conscious of the need for poli- 
tical answers but wrongly believe that it is 
qualitatively "to the left" of Labour and some- 
how therefore a "socialist" party. 
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The role of those parties at the focal 
point of political life in the South, on the 
dung-hill of Leinster House, impotently buzzing 
like flies in the spider's web of the bour- 
geoisie, has its echo in the disorientation of 
workers AS A CLASS. For workers are faced with 
the need for a political perspective, for 
class-wide action on all fronts - industrial, 
social and political - if they are not to die a 
death of a thousand cuts at the hands of a 
bourgeoisie whose emerging savagery is doubly 
guaranteed by its own subservience to capitalist 
imperialism. 


But the working class is strong. Even in 
Ireland, a country deeply dependent on the 
leading imperialist countries of world capital- 
ism, the weight of the working class dominates 
society; its combativity is beyond dispute and 
its official organisations embrace the majority 
of wage workers. But there is a profound gap 
between its objective strength - its ability to 
resolve the crises of society on its own terms - 
and its subjective weakness - its lack of any 
living socialist tradition or revolutionary 
perspective to define its goals and link them to 
present struggles. 


That gap is nothing other than a crisis of 
leadership. It can only be overcome by first 
raobilising the militant minority of the class on 
a revolutionary action programme. That means 
fighting to build the nucleus of a revolutionary 
party rooted widely in the class and armed with 
a clear worked out strategy, perspectives and 
tactics capable of winning the best militants to 
its banner, That is the task that the Irish 
Workers Group sets itself through the fight for 
revolutionary regroupment - a tactic directed 
towards uniting, on a principled basis of 
agreement, conscious revolutionary socialists 
especially from among those claiming to stand in 
the tradition of Marx, Lenin and Trotsky. 


Revolutionary regroupment can only be won 
through frank and open polemic, debate and 
discussion among the groups claiming to be 
Trotskyist on the key issues of programme and 
strategy in front of the militants of the class 
- without evasions or opportunist concealment of 
differences for spurious organisational gains. 
Equally we seek fusion with other groups where | 
principled agreement has been attained. In this 
way we work to re-found the Fourth International 
as a world party of socialist revolution on a 
programme re-elaborated for this new period of 
the class struggle. 








The very fact that the Prior initiative has 
got beyond the electoral starting post is 
symptomatic of the crisis of leadership facing 
the Irish working class as a whole and the 
anti-Unionist working class in particular. The 
elections to the 78-seat consultative Assembly 
on October 20th represent a further step by the 
British bourgeoisie in the direction of re-es- 
tablishing Unionist, pro-imperialist rule within 
the context of Partition. 

This initiative, devoid of even the sops of 
'powersharing' or the ‘all-Ireland dimension' 
provided for in the 1973 Sunningdale proposals, 
puts paid to any expectation that the Tories are 
contemplating anything more than ‘security’ and 
economic co-operation in the talks with the 
Southern bourgeoisie initiated in 1980 and now 
in cold storage. 

The deepening recession of world capital- 
ism, taking its toll in Britain and the Six 
Counties, together with Britain's interest in 
safeguarding its western flank as part of the 
new cold-war strategic re-armament of imperial- 
ism make it imperative to further screw the lid 
down on the anti-Unionist revolt and create a 
framework for political stability within which 
to copperfasten its savage monetarist offensive. 
This must lead to revamping many of the old 
reactionary mechanisms of Partition and sectar- 
ian rule in the North, strengthening the alleg- 
iance of the Protestant workers to "their" 
Protestant State and leaving the Catholic 
working class beleagured and isolated. 

The question the Assembly poses for revol- 
utionary Marxists is what tactic in relation to 
it creates the best means of mobilising the 
self-activity of the Irish working class against 
the economic offensive and repression by imper- 
ialist capitalism in Ireland. 

While there are are no illusions about the 
purpose of Prior's Assembly among the anti- 
Unionist working class, their leaderless and 


PRIOR’S ASSEMBLY : 
BOYCOTT NO ANSWER 











demoralised condition leaves them with no means 
of expressing their alienation within the 
Northern state other than to passively vote for 
whatever Nationalists stand to "represent" them. 
Nevertheless the widespread hostility to the 
British plans could have fuelled a traditional 
nationalist boycott of the Assembly. The 
arch-conservative bourgeois nationalists of the 
Irish Independence Party (IIP) were the ones to 
most clearly articulate that feeling. The 
dominant bourgeois nationalist party, the SDLP, 
sensitive to the strength of this tradition in 

the anti Unionist masses but also realising that 
their own existence depended upon retaining 
their role as elected representatives of the 
nationalist community, attempted to ride both 
horses. Thus they would stand in the elections 
but would boycott their seats as a threat to win 
conces- sions from Britain on powersharing and 
the ‘all-Ireland' dimension. 


Sinn Fein used the SDLP's participation to 
formally justify its own prior determination to 
stand candidates themselves in the elections, 
candidates who would nevertheless boycott their 
seats. (They claim that this will give them the 
chance to undermine the SDLP.) For, Sinn Fein 
sees the military and bombing campaign as the 
only way to bring down the Assembly. All they 
want from the election is evidence of support 
from among the 'Nationalist population'. As they 
wrote recently in their newspaper: "The essence 
of republican struggle must be in armed resist- 
ance coupled with popular opposition to the 
British presence. So, while not everyone can 
plant a bomb, everyone can plant a vote." (APRN, 
16 Sep '82 p.1.) In this way the bombing camp- 
aign begets its own brand of electoral opportu- 
nism which refuses to see either the boycott or 
participation as tactical MEANS to mobilise the 
direct action of the masses. 


The Peoples Democracy group, (Irish section 
of the centrist United Secretariat for the 
Fourth International, USFI) from the start, 
argued for a boycott campaign by all the forces 
of anti-Unionism in an alliance modelled on the 
disastrous H-Block campaign. They thus stood 
alone in championing the nationalist tradition 
of boycott along with the IIP. It is an amusing 
irony that PD should be left holding the baby of 
traditional nationalism by Sinn Fein's turn to 
electoralism; for, PD even admits to having 
blazed the trail for Sinn Fein in that 


direction. See J.McAnulty in the USFI's 
International Viewpoint, No. 13, Sep '82. 

(For an assessment of PD's own electoralism and 
their refusal to fight for a 'working class 
programme’ in the H-Block struggle, see CS 8/9 
and CS10) 


As against the empty moralistic nationalist 
tradition of boycott, revolutionary Marxists do 
advocate boycott tactics but only when the 
masses are mobilised in a struggle capable of 
by-passing and thus rendering irrelevant such 
bourgeois institutions as parliaments or Prior's 
Assembly. However, a clear recognition of the 
significant DEFEAT which the ending of the 
hunger strike, just over a year ago, represented 
for the anti-imperialist struggle, provides the 
key to the inability of either the PD or Sinn 
Fein to turn the opposition to Prior's plan into 
a genuine movement based on direct mobilisation 
of workers’ action. 

There is a tendency among republicans and 
centrists to underestimate or even deny the 
seriousness of that defeat. But after five years 
of escalating protest actions culminating in the 
deaths of ten prisoners, to have dropped the 
call for Political Status, to have failed to 
chip the paintwork of Thatcher's determination 
even at the height of the campaign, to be then 
unable to defend the activists lifted and 
charged North and South, and then to deny a 
defeat, is no service to the anti-Unionist 
population or the Irish working class. 

That defeat, as the IWG argued before in 
CS, flowed largely from opportunist tailing of 
bourgeois Catholic nationalism. The campaign put 
the question of direct working class action at 
all times in second place to token 
publicity-getting actions, and appeals to middle 
Class opinion on the basis of humanitarian 
sentiment, 


What approach should revolutionary Marxists 
therefore adopt towards Prior's Assembly? 
Starting out from a clear understanding that the 
strategic task is to unite the Irish working 
class in smashing both capitalist states and at 
the same time ending British Imparialism in 
Ireland, for the goal of a workers’ state, we 
must relate to the concrete possibilities for 
taking that struggle forward on all fronts at 
any given time. The IWG believes that the 
perspecitve of a revolutionary active boycott 
was not operable even as a focus for the working 
class Minority in open revolt against the 
Northern State. At the same time boycott closes 
off a possible platform for addressing the needs 
of the working class, faced as it is with a 
swingeing combined offensive from the British 
and Irish bourgeoisies on all fronts. 
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PROTESTANT WORKING CLASS 


Every success for open class struggle, for 
united class action across the sectarian divide, 
strengthens the CLASS consciousness of Protes- 
tant and Catholic workers. Of course it does not 
automatically obliterate the clericalist pro— 
imperialist, class collaboration of the Union- 
ists or the petit-bourgeois nationalist con- 
sciousness or clericalism of the Catholic 
masses. It would be the most vulgar ECONOMISM, 
and what Lenin called "Imperialist Economism" at 
that, to believe this. The Imperialist exploit- 
ation of Ireland - the national oppression of 
the Catholic masses cannot be obliterated by 
economic or reform struggles. But unity in the 
fight for the most simple and immediate demands 
of the poorest sections of the working class is 
an indispensible part of the process of forgeing 
class unity - on the condition that class 
struggle militants, led by revolutionary commu- 
nists, take the vital organisational and ideol- 
ogical steps to build on this elementary unity. 
The fact that the supposed 'protectors' and 
allies of the Protestant workers - the British 
Tories and the Northern Unionists - prove them- 
selves bitter foes of their interests must be 
hammered home. The power of CLASS unity and 
class struggle methods - mass strike and pick- 
ets, solidarity strikes etc. - must be stressed. 


Of course no single immediate struggle will 
win over Protestant workers to anti-imperialism 
or break Catholic workers from the SDLP or Sinn 
Fein. Indeed this can only be done by the buil- 
ding and growth of a revolutionary communist 
party armed with a programme which demonstrates 
the links between capitalist and Imperialist 
exploitation North and South and shows how 
immediate economic struggles, struggles to 
defend trade union rights etc. are linked with 
the struggle against British Imperialism for the 
goal of an Irish Workers Republic. 

Revolutionary communists must take the lead 
in every struggle North and South to stress the 
maximum assistance, moral and financial, and 
where possible direct action across the state 
borders and sectarian barriers. Solidarity by 
Southern workers with the 'Northern' health 
strike struggle - solidarity action _ against their 
'Green Catholic' exploiters - makes the task of 
winning Protestant workers away from THEIR 
Orange exploiters the easier and vice versa. In 
no wise, of course, can revolutionaries hide 
from Protestant workers their critical support 
for the struggle of the nationalist masses - 
even under the IRA whose misleadeship is, we 
believe, disastrous for this struggle. 

The task is of course not easy - to swim 
against the ‘historic traditions' of Orange 
pro-Imperialism or Green Nationalism. But the 
historic bankruptcy of both opens this possib- 
ility. The centrists who accomodate to either of 
them thus perform a tremendous disservice to the 
working class. If like 'Militant' they accomod- 
ate to Protestant workers' pro-Imperialism or 
like the SWM to ignore it, they hasten by not 
one minute the unity of the working class. If, 
like PD, they slavishly tail the Provisionals, 
they DELAY, not advance, the development of 
socialist consciousness of the anti-imperialist 
masses. Communists forget neither the national 
nor the economic struggle. They subordinate 
neither one to the other but link them together 
in the programme of permanent revolution which 
leads to working class power in ireland. 
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In spite of the real obstacle posed by the 
loyalist consciousness of the Protestant working 
class, revolutionaries must seek to intervene in 
struggles of a mass character which can unite 
Protestant and Catholic workers in resisting the 
Tory offensive. While we make no concessions to 
Unionism or imperialist policies in any section 
of the working class the present economic 
offensive makes it imperative to boldly present 
a prograinme for a united fightback by Protestant 
and Catholic workers together where possible. 


The united combativity of Northern Health 
workers alongside British workers is a concrete 
instance of the possibility of extending 
workers' class antagonisms against the bour- 
geoisie and against the Unionist and bourgeois 
Nationalist machinery of divide and rule. A 
revolutionary Trotskyist organisation would 
fight for a united all-out strike of the health 
workers to win the full claim and solidarity 
action through building democratic workers' 
action committees drawn from the workplaces and 
communities. The enactment of Tebbit's anti- 
union law and the direct threat it already poses 
to such solidarity action make it necessary to 
fight for a General Strike in the Six Counties 
and Britain to smash anti-Union legislation. 

The programme of revolutionaries in such a 
struggle must address the objective weakness of 
the Northern working class, not only internally 
divided but also beleaguered as a whole within 
the Unionist enclave. So, revolutionaries seek 
to mobilise the all-Ireland labour movement and 
the solidarity of the British labour movement 
around the struggles of the Catholic and Prot- 
estant workers. That means openly arguing that 
the defence of the National Health Service AND 
the health and social services in the South, the 
defence of jobs through nationalisation under 
working class control of plants such as De 
Lorean, Mackeys, Enkalon AND Clondalkin, Field- 
crest in the South etc., the defence of living 
standards and women's rights against the comb- 
ined capitalist offensive in both islands - can 
only be guaranteed by a struggle of Irish work- 
ers with the solidarity of British workers with 
the goal of an all-Ireland Workers Republic as a 
step towards a federation of British and Irish 
Workers States and international socialism. 


Prior's Assembly and the 
fight for a Revolutionary 
Action Programme 


Given the stalemate of the anti-Unionist 
revolt, with the anti-Unionist working class 
powerless to sweep away Prior's Assembly under 
Republican leadership, and while fully recogni- 
sing that the Assembly is part of the attempt to 
keep the lid on that revolt, revolutionaries 
would seek to use the elections as a platform 
for revolutionary propaganda focussed on the 
present conjuncture but flowing directly from 
the strategy of smashing both bourgeois states 
in Ireland, 

Even in the event of the Assembly actually 
convening, it is not the reactionary nature of 
the Assembly that determines whether it is 
principled to take seats in it and to use it for 
propaganda and agitation. The decisive question 
ts whether there exists the concrete possibility 





of a general revolutionary upswing which could 
sweep aside the Assembly, and what is the best 
means to prepare the working class for and call 
them into action. 


Therefore, although resources do not permit us 
to stand candidates, the IWG believes the corr- 
ect tactical course for revolutionaries is to 
contest the elections and enter the Assembly as 
a means to rally the working class to a 
revolutionary action programme. 


In the present situation there are no 
candidates standing on the basis of a fighting 
working class programme. Furthermore we give no 
political support to the programmes of the 
Centrist PD or the Republicans. The PD's call, 
echoed by the League for a Workers Republic 
(Irish section of the ICRFI), for an electoral 
"united front" has no meaning because it does 
not pose any call to ACTION that concretely 
addresses the strategy of imperialism. Sinn Fein 
itself makes it unequivocally clear what voting 
for their candidates means! 


Therefore, we say to workers: there are no 
candidates worthy of your support. In the 
absence of revolutionary socialist candidates we 
say: Don't Vote! Force the ICTU and its Northern 
Committee to mobilise for the following demands. 
But without holding back for them to lead, 
organise to fight for: 


®An all-out strike to win the full health wage 
claim. Solidarity with the health workers' 
demands. 

®Stop the Public Sector wage and service cuts 
North and South! No covering for unfilled 
vacancies. Fill all vacancies! 

®Build local rank and file committees of 
struggle linking public sector health workers, 
industrial workers and the community. 

®For a General Strike in the North and in 
Britain to defend the Health Service and to 
defeat Tebbit's anti-union law. 

®For workers' defence squads to defend the 
picket lines. 

®For an all-Ireland rank and file movement on a 
prograinme of opposition to the capitalist 
offensive. | 
®For a fighting organisation of the Unemployed, 
300,000 North and South, for useful schemes of 
public works at trade union rates. 

®For occupations to win nationalisation under 
workers' control without compensation as the 
answer to closures, 

®For an all-Ireland women's movement centred on 
and led by working class women fighting for the 
right to work, equal pay, defence of social 
services, to win free contraception and divorce 
on demand, to defeat the Abortion Referendum and 
to win abortion on demand. 

®For trade union based resistance to repressive 
legislation, special courts North and South and 
against Army, Garda and RUC harrassment and 
torture. 

®For British Troops out of Ireland Now. For the 
dissolution of all standing armed forces and the 
building of workers' militias. 


®Build an all-Ireland revolutionary communist 
(Trotskyist) workers party. 


Communists E Womens lLiberation= 


Real Issues of the 


The determined pre-emptive assault 
launched by all the combined forces of the Right 
in Irish society against abortion rights must be 
fought tooth and nail. Their gathering campaign 
to amend the Constitution to enshrine the "right 
to life" of foetuses and to outlaw any possible 
claim in the bourgeois parliament to ever Jegi- 
slate for abortion rights must be defeated. To 
that extent the call launched by the "Anti- 
Amendment Campaign" must be supported to cancel 
and defeat the referendum pledged by Haughey. 

However, the leadership of that campaign 
(and the main political currents of the "left" 
active in it) live in a fool's paradise when 
they proclaim that the question at issue is NOT 
abortion rights, when they proclaim that the 
referendum is "unneccessary", when they reduce 
the enemy to the status of a peripheral undemo- 
cratic fringe "blackmailing" the democratic 
process. It is vital to correctly understand the 
true significance of the present anti-abortion 
moves if any campaign against it is not to end 
up shadow-boxing. For that is unfortunately how 
we must describe the present campaign which, in 
its eagerness for respectability in the eyes of 
Europe's most conservative middle class flies 
the flags of the dissenting Protestant Churches 
(themselves anti-abortion, if less absolutely) 

AT THE COST of ignoring the very substance of 
the Right-wing offensive and squandering the 
energies of the majority of campaign activists 
who are in fact more than willing to address the 
real issues if given leadership. 


Women’s Role In Capitalist Society 


What PERSPECTIVE can define the tasks of 
serious fighters for women's rights in such a 
way that present TACTICS on the Amendment issue 
lead forward to real gains that can be consoli- 
dated and that can advance the general line of 
march - the STRATEGY - towards a final end to 
women's oppression: : 


Such a perspective can ONLY be one that 
understands the historical and material BASIS of 
women's oppression scientifically and theoret- 
ically; one that can therefore make our under- 
standing of women's oppression truly concrete 
and relevant in terms of the present PERIOD of 
world social crisis and as it affects the very 
specific conditions of IRISH society. 


The historical origins of women's oppres- 
sion in CLASS societies and the material basis 
of women's oppression specifically in CAPITALIST 
class society is presented at length in previous 
articles published by IWG and Workers Power. 
(Copies available of "Communism and Women's 
Emancipation". See also Class Struggle No.4 - 
The Working Class and Women's Emancipation.)The 


Abortion Amendment 





present article can only summarise the most 
immediate conclusions to outline the basis for a 
strategy and tactics that truly correspond to 

the real tasks - as opposed to the programmes of 
the numerous false leaderships who bend reality 
in their heads lest it pose the need to actually 
confront the bourgeoisie or actually challenge 
their State and their system. 


Capitalism as a system has a dual role for 
women: (a) as a floating or partly concealed 
"reserve army" of unemployed labour easily 
absorbed or expelled from the social activity of 
capitalist production as required by Profit and 
discriminated against even as active wage 
labourers; and (b) as unpaid slaves to domestic 
TOIL - that is, useful (though demeaning) work 
which produces no surplus value to add to capi- 
tal and which capitalism CANNOT socialise EVER 
on any systematic basis. For this reason alone 
women's emancipation would be impossible without 
ending the capitalist social relations and mode 
of production. Equally, IF MOBILISED, women's 
fundamental material interest in ending capita- 
lism makes them a vital vanguard part of the 
struggle for the emancipation of humanity from 
blood-soaked class society. 


Sexual Oppression 


Capitalist society, and bourgeois ideology 
which dominates society in general, present the 
family, built around the unpaid toil of the 
woman, as a fortress in a world of insecurity.It 
enshrines the oppression and exploitation of 
women on this basis as the Natural Order of 
Things. The sexuality and labour of women is 
presented as being NATURALLY at the disposal of 
men. From this flows the hypocritical dual 
standard of Morality under capitalism - women's 
sexuality becomes not free expression of their 
personality but an OBJECT of men's pleasure. 


The great revolutions of the bourgeoisie 
smashed the feudal fetters on capitalist prod- 
uction and proclaimed as part of its ideology 
the ideal of the equality of women. But once it 
had used democratic ideology to lead other 
classes in society it turned to bolstering its 
own position as a ruling class, reaching out for 
the support of reactionary feudal religious 
ideology to aid in subordinating the working 
class. The WORKING CLASS became then the ONLY 
class that could spearhead defence and extension 
of democratic rights. Imperialist capitalism 
brought the entire globe within its mode of 
production and divided it up, and it intensified 
the reaction against bourgeois democratic 
ideals, especially in the countries it dominated 
such as Ireland, as colonies and economic 
semi-colonies. 
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SPUC demo at Dail 28/11/80. Haughey and Fitzgerald promised to deliver. 


The working class is the first exploited 
class capable of ending ALL exploitation not 
only or not even because it is the most oppres- 
sed and exploited, but because capitalism itself 
organises it at the centre of socialised prod- 
uction enabling it to become conscious of itself 
as a Class, to organise against and overthrow 
the capitalists and reorganise production. Women 
form a part of the working class with precisely 
this potential. Though a minority of the class 
at the point of production are women it is 
precisely these, released from the stultifying 
effects of domestic isolation who can act as the 
vanguard of all proletarian women. 


Socialist Women’s Tradition 


As against the bourgeois feminists, as 
against the anti-Marxist "revolutionary 
feminism" which rejects the class struggle, but 
also against the confused "socialist feminism" 
which refuses to put the working class at tne 
centre of its strategic perspectives, revolu- 
tionary socialists look to the tradition of 
organisation of working class women pioneered by 
the European Social Democratic (i.e. Marxist) 
movement before its degeneration into reformism 
and exemplified in the work of figures such as 
Clara Zetkin. Thus we fight for the building of 
a mass working class women's movement which 
would seek to mobilise and lead the other 
sections of oppressed women, notably in Ireland 
small farm women as well as sections of middle 
class women willing to fight. 


Such a mass women's movement must be 
rooted in the unions and workplace but its 
fighting strategy must by no means be restricted 
to economic issues or the sectional interests of 
‘working women' alone. Its prograinme must be one 
of struggle against all aspects of the oppres- 
sion of women under capitalism - against all 
attacks on women's social rights and needs - 
especially the need for the fullest independent 
control of her own fertility and sexuality and 
socialisation of domestic toil - both indispen- 
sable to her economic and social independence 
and to her ability to participate in the social 
life of production in the ranks of the organised 
working class. 


Revolutionary Communists 


Within this movement revolutionary commun- 
ists should fight for their programme and for 
leadership against the reformists, feminists and 
centrists. But the movement should be organisa- 
tionally independent, having its own democrati- 
cally elected leadership. Revolutionary commun- 
ists have nothing to fear from such democracy. 
To to-day's feminists we say: "You will find no 
tendency more intransigently dedicated to the 
struggle for women's freedom. We will not yield 
an inch to economism, to male chauvinism in the 
unions, but, we insist, only the mass forces of 
working class women provide a basis for winning 
the final and complete emancipation of women." 
Beginning with every immediate or partial ques- 
tion of women's emancipation and equality we 





argue for the mobilisation of working class 
women as the vanguard of a struggle which if 
taken up and fought can be the basis for uniting 
the whole working class and all other oppressed 
elements under its lead on a war footing against 
the capitalist system. 


So, for to-day's activists the question 
must be posed: how can the present fight be 
developed on a basis that begins to smelt 
together and clarify a combative nucleus of 
mobilised women activists based on and mobilis- 
ing within the working class? How are we to pose 
and address the real content of the anti-abor- 
tion mobilisation? What tactics can best hope to 
consolidate every gain of the present struggle 
against the Amendment as a real step to a grow- 
ing movement willing to fight for Abortion on 
Demand as a key element of a programme for ALL 
aspects of women's oppression and 
super-exploitation? 


irish Clericalist States 


When capitalist imperialism extracted 
itself from direct colonial rule over part of 
Ireland it was succeeded by a client bourgeoisie 
eager to consolidate its power at the expense of 
any or every democratic right. Cementing its 
indispensable alliance with the Catholic Church 
against the threat from working class interests 
and radical republicans, one of its earliest 
acts on civil liberties was to abolish the 
facility for personal bills for divorce! 


The period of the twenties and thirties, in 
which the Labour Movement leaders subordinated 
the interests of workers to the security of the 
bourgeois state and to De Valera's regime of 
"Labour Must Wait", intensified the hold of 
social reaction. (Massive continuing emigration 
not only defused the potential radicalism of the 
masses but was even more pronounced in the case 
of women. For the past 100 years emigration by 
women has been usually higher than for men.) 


It culminated in a Constitution and legis- 
lation which enshrined Catholic social teaching 
and in practice guaranteed Catholic social power 
(and its equivalents for Protestants) in 
schools, hospitals, borstals, custody of the 
mentally ill, child services, regulation of 
marriage, control of social services etc. The 
Constitution was most specific in its attack on 
women - nailing down their role as that of 
domestic slaves. The state explicitly prohibited 
essential democratic rights of women to contra- 
ception, divorce and abortion. The leadership of 
the working class movement, the trade union and 
Labour bureaucracy, has collaborated on a hist- 
oric scale in the subordination of the working 
class to this reactionary regime. 


The period of relative expansion of the 60s 
and 70s brought significant improvements in the 
numbers of women entering and remaining active 
in the workforce. The increased sexual emanci- 
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‘pation and growing aspiration for equality 


between the sexes was not expressed however in 
any coherent women's movement or mass agitation 
by women. Not only were the elements of a work- 
ing class women's movement not built but, unlike 
the advanced capitalist countries, there was not, 
the social basis for even a coherent radical 
petty-bourgeois women's movement. Legal reforms 
were conceded in extremely restricted form by 
the bourgeois parties under pressure of EEC 
conventions - including ineffectual legislation 
supposedly aiming for equal pay but which was 
used by the bureaucracy as a substitute for the 
direct action necessary for workers to win any 
significant gains. 


New Period Of Crisis 


In the present period of emerging crisis 
for capitalism on a world scale, the Irish 
bourgeoisie face the need, like their fellow 
ruling classes everywhere, to drive down the 
living standards of the working class. For them 
an indispensable plank of that offensive, by the 
very nature of capitalist society and the role 
of women in it, is an attempt to reverse every 
gain or progressive aspiration of working class 
women developed in the period of capitalist 
expansion. That means driving them back into the 
home as both a necessary economic measure and as 
an important ideological stab at the fighting 
ability of the class by dividing it, isolating 
women so that they are not only absent from the 
class struggle but are a powerful factor on the 
side of the bourgeoisie - a prey for reactionary 
appeals to their insecurity as dependents during 
strikes, for example. It is for this reason that 
the bourgeoisie will not only NOT advance 
women's social and sexual liberation but will 
positively aid every obscurantist attack on 
women's rights. 


Thus, in Ireland as in every capitalist 
country, only the working class in struggle 
against the bourgeoisie, with women independ- 
ently mobilised as part of a fighting working 
class movement, can the fight for women's 
liberation be carried through. 


Only a political leadership firm in the 
scientific understanding of how women's oppres- 
sion is rooted in capitalist society and of how 
the bourgeoisie will oppose the fight for 
women's emancipation, can resist the grinding 
pressure of Irish conditions to turn away from 
the working class to sections of other classes 
for a substitute. Tailing alien class forces, 
abandoning the line of march under the rubric of 
"tactics" divorced from any revolutionary work- 
ing class strategy is opportunism for which 
oppressed women will have no thanks to offer to 
centrists, stalinists, reformists or republic- 
ans. In the present "Anti-Amendment Campaign" 
that is precisely what the "left" are guilty of, 
believing as they do that unity with bourgeois 
"liberals" and Protestant clergy on THEIR terms 
offers the best hope of defeating the single 
issue of the atnendment. 








Misrepresenting The Issue 


It is true that sections of the middle classes 
would prefer to see the amendment proposal die a 
quiet death. The "Sunday Independent" on June 
20th carried an article by Noel Browne, former 
and sometimes-"left" Dail member, whose view 
quoted here represents well the political post- 
ure of the opposition on "democratic" grounds: 
"Their present campaign is not about abortion, 
which is anathema to inany Catholics. It is con- 
cerned with the coimmitment of a small elitist 
group of religious fanatics, who resent the 
parliamentary democratic process, and the power, 
whatever its limitations, which it gives to our 
people." 


And as expressed by the same newspaper's 
leader on 20th June: 
"Sometimes second thoughts are best. This is 
such an occasion. The proposals to hold a 
referendum on abortion are beginning to cause 
some misgivings. The politicians, who 
initially promised it, should listen. 


"It is being argued that the proposed 
change in the Constitution is unnecessary in 
itself. It is alleged also, that it is the 
most divisive Church-State issue to emerge 
since the Mother and Child controversy. There 
is a great deal in that. 


"Objectively speaking, we do not need a 
total Constitutional prohibition on abortion 
in order to prevent the deliberate destruction 
of a foetus. The law, as it stands, is 
sufficient safeguard and the prospects of it 
being amended by the Dail and Seanad are so 
remote as to be non-existent. So, why should 
the Constitution be amended.? There is no 
satisfactory legal answer. In fact, all the 
legal arguments would be against incorporating 
absolute prohibitions of any kind into a 
National Constitution. But the pressure is on 
for change. Yet, if it goes ahead, let us be 
clear of the political penalties involved. 





eee. 
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A decade ago, part of one Article of the 
Constitution was removed by a vote of the 
people because it allegedly offended Northern 
Unionists by giving a special status to the 
Catholic Church. The Abortion Referendum, if 
carried, would be seen as a reversal of that 
position. It would be confirmation of the 
Paisleyite position." 


While this may represent a distinct 
section of bourgeois opinion - middle class 
women, intelligentsia, anti-clericals, and 
Southern Protestants, it is a profoundly weak 
section that has never sustained any more than 
episodic and partial opposition to institutional 
domination by the majority Church. Even then it 
is in part a section that consciously supports 
the objectively pro-Unionist intent of Garret 
Fitzgerald's currently shelved "Constitutional 
Crusade". The bourgeois "democrats" opposition 
to the "Pro-Life Amendment Campaign" (PLAC) is 
indeed so weak that even in defending his pro- 
ject of amending "sectarianism" out of the Con- 
stitutions Fitzgerald has had little difficulty 
in making an exception on the abortion question! 
Most importantly this section of the bourgeoisie 
and middle classes WILL NOT FIGHT the Church. 


Fine Gaeler Nuala Fennell's reported hope 
for the amendment to "die a quiet death" 
expresses well the limits of bourgeois 
"opposition", for the Church is too much a 
pillar of both reactionary states in Ireland for 
any section of the bourgeoisie to openly oppose 
their confessional nature. Bourgeois self-int- 
erest as a RULING CLASS sets narrow limits in 
advance on any aspiration for a secular society, 
South or North. 


‘It would of course be sectarian for social- 
ists to exclude in advance or absolutely refuse 
the support of petty-bourgeois, middle class or 
openly bourgeois sections in the fight against 
the Amendment. But it would be - and is - a 
disaster to politically adapt to those sections 
of society and to hold back and trap within 
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Launching meeting of Anti-Amendment Campaign. Noel Browne, Bernadette McAliskey, left, and 
Kemmy, right, flank platform with Protestant clergyman, 








limp, contentless and spineless middle-class 
rhetoric the genuine activists who constitute 

the majority of the actual campaign! To associ- 
ate the campaign with - in reality to subordin- 
ate it to - the perspectives of supposedly 
"democratic" strata has NO justification in the 
claim that it is a fight for "democratic 

rights". The issues at stake are certainly a 
concrete question of democratic rights - but the 
misleaders of the campaign tax their ingenuity 
in deliberately obscuring the REAL. democratic 
question at stake. And only a fool can deny that 
it IS precisely the question of woman's right to 
control her fertility, in particular the ques- 

tion of abortion, that is posed, and very con- 
cretely posed indeed by the PLAC-led movement. 


Far from being a lunatic fringe using 
religion to "blackmail the democratic institu- 
tions" into "tampering" with "our" Constitution 
and scandalously wasting public funds on a ref- 
erendum that "is not urgent" (!) the PLAC camp- 
aign is actually the spearhead of the majority 
of the ruling class and its reactionary Churches 
in a systematic attack on woman's right to con- 
trol her fertility. It not only has the backing 
of the Catholic Church in every parish in the 
country, it has the open sponsorship of the 
Catholic guilds which dictate on social quest- 
ions in the professional bodies of pharmacists, 
doctors and nurses, it has the public affilia- 
tion of the Irish Nurses Organisation, Muintir 
Na Tire, the Catholic School Parent Associations 
and the CYMS, to mention a few; and signific- 
antly it has the majority of leading gynaecolo- 
gists and obstetricians (whose jobs are in the 
gift of the Church!) openly leading it. It is 
true that the active elements of the PLAC, 
especially the "Society for the Protection of 
the Unborn Child" have been accused of intimid- 
ation and religious mania; it is true that such 
elements are the most concentrated expression of 
obscurantism and systematic sexual oppression - 
such as Loretto Browne's (SPUC) attack on gays. 
(‘In Dublin' 9/7/82). 


Attack On The 
Right To Control Fertility 


Even if sections of the Catholic bour- 
geoisie are shy for the moment of open associa- 
tion with the militant ugliness of such elements 
they have no doubts about their usefulness in 
creating the legal conditions and climate of 
intimidation to (a) stem the existing very high 
rate of Irish women having abortions in Britain 
and root out the Irish referral services, (b) to 
outlaw as an "abortifacient" the use of the IUD 
(for which import licenses have been banned by 
the State) and the 'mini-pill' and (c) to 
restrict the popular services of the defiant 
private Family Planning Clinics in favour of 
subordinating women to the paternal hypocrisy, 
incompetence and risky "natural" methods promo- 
ted by the State through the conservative health 


services. The Anti-Amendment Campaign misleaders 


are formally correct in observing that there is 
no movement for clinical abortion facilities in 
Ireland or for pro-abortion changes. To con- 


clude, however, that therefore the PLAC move'nent 
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is not really about abortion is idiotic. It is 
precisely about striking at the 30,000 or more 
women who have had abortions, at all those 
likely to have abortions, and at the referral 
services, and to go on to ake inroads against 
major aspects of de facto family planning serv- 
ices. While the constitutional amendment acts as 
the focus for their mobilisation it cannot 
therefore be adequately addressed by a campaign 
that responds by limiting itself simply to the 
issue of the same constitutional amendment. 


The Irish Workers Group believes that the 
only adequate platform for a United Front resp- 
onse to this offensive against woman's right to 
control her own fertility, a campaign that would 
tackle the real content of the issue as it is 
concretely posed by PLAC, must be one that 
fights simultaneously to repeal the existing law 
that criminalises abortion and the law that 
prevents access to safe and effective contra- 
ception on demand. Such a platform for a broad 
based campaign - which would NOT impose the 
condition that members must support the provi- 
sion of clinical abortion facilities - can be 
posed as follows. 


A United Front Platform 


1. In order to protect women who choose to 
have abortions from the possibility of legal 
actions, from restraining injunctions and from 
spurious "habeas corpus" claims to protect a 
foetus we fight for: 

CANCEL THE REFERENDUM! 
NO TO THE ABORTION AMENDMENT! 


2. In order to combat the offensive being 
waged which seeks to license individual or 
collective blackmail, intimidation and harass- 
ment against women seeking abortions; and in 
order to remove the legal heart of that offen- 
sive, the law which can be used or refined by 
the State to prosecute these women or to attack 
pregnancy advisory agencies or to suppress IUDs 
and some medically approved contraceptive pills; 
we fight to "de-criminalise abortion" by 
demanding: 

REPEAL SECTIONS 58 AND 59 OF THE 1861 
OFFENCES AGAINST THE PERSON ACT! 


3. In order to throw back on the State and 
the dominant Church the responsibility for 
conditions in which thousands are denied ade- 
quate contraception and are thus forced into the 
often painful choice of abortion; in order to 
defend the existing facilities, however limited, 
for safe and effective contraception on demand 
for all; in order to end the take-it-or-leave-it 
choice of unreliable methods of contraception 
imposed by Health Boards in many areas; in order 
to clear the road for the winning of free, 
legal, safe and effective contraception on 
demand for all, and systematic scientific and 
early education in contraception; the present 
reactionary Fianna Fail law must be wiped off 
the statute books: 

REPEAL THE FAMILY PLANNING ACT! 
FOR FREE LEGAL SAFE 
CONTRACEPTION ON DEMAND! 


The 1861 Act On Abortion 


58. Every woman, being with Child, who, 
with Intent to procure her own Miscarriage, 
shall unlawfully administer to herself any 
Poison or other noxious Thing, or shall 
unlawfully use any Instrument-or other Means 
whatsoever with the like Intent, and whoso- 
ever, with Intent to procure the Miscarriage 
of any Wanan, whether she be or be not with 
Child, shall unlawfully administer to her or 
cause to be taken by her any Poison or other 
noxious Thing, or shall unlawfully use any 
Instrument or other Means whatsoever with 
the like Intent, shall be guilty of Felony, 
and being convicted thereof shall be liable, 
at the Discretion of the Court, to be kept 
in Penal Servitude for Life, or for any Term 
not less than Three Years, or to be impris- 
oned for any Term not exceeding Tw Years, 
with or without Hard Labour, and with or 
without Solitary Confinement. 


59. Whosoever shall unlawfully supply or 
procure any Poison or other noxious Thing, 
or any Instrument or Thing whatsoever, 
knowing that the same is intended to be 
unlawfully used or employed with Intent to 
procure the Miscarriage of any Woman, 
whether she be or be not with Child, shall 
be guilty of a Misdemeanor, and being con- 
victed thereof shall be liable, at _ the 
Discretion of the Court, to be kept in Penal 
Servitude for the Term of Three Years, or to 
be imprisoned for any Term not exceeding Two 





Years, with or without Hard Labour. 





IWG believes that such a United Front plat- 
form is the minimum necessary basis for a suc- 
cessful defence against the immediate purpose of 
the PLAC. It is a principled position both for 
those who understand the need to also fight for 
Abortion On Demand and for those who, though 
unwilling to support such a demand, are genu- 
inely willing to fight on the immediate issue 
because they understand that PLAC's real purpose 
is to actively criminalise and intimidate women 
having abortions, to attack the pregnancy advi- 
sory services who might refer them and to outlaw 
any contraceptives declared, by medical Right- 
wingers as “abortifacients". (The platform we 
propose constitutes the only adequate response 
to the present laws even for those whose posi- 
tion is simply ‘'anti-sectarian', or opposed to 
confessional laws; for the EXISTING laws already 
impose a moral code supported only by the 
Catholic clergy!) 


The Right To Choose 


Such a platform would have addressed the 


dilemma facing the many activists who wanted the 


campaign's initial platform to call for abortion 
rights but who were outmanoeuvred by those who 
could rightly appeal to the fact that there is 
not yet a basis for a broader movement which 
could make support for Abortion on Demand a 


condition of membership. The pro-abortion acti- 
vists of the "Women's Right to Choose Group" 
thus failed to win what could only be seen as a 
sectarian position, found themselves without any 
bridge to link the present struggle to the fight 
for a women's movement capable of raising 
Abortion on Demand and had to accept the 
campaign's disastrous terms. 


Just as with the disastrous political and 
organisational methods of the H-Block Campaign, 
so also the opportunism of the Anti-Amendment 
Campaign towards the middle classes defines also 
its organisation and practice - down to the 
cowardly detail of baulking at postering which 
would defy the new anti-litter laws! The plat- 
form was never proposed for formal debate and 
amendment to the organised groups capable of 
building on it. It was imposed in the form of 
"five points" stated to be the "reasons" that 
any groups affiliating would have to argue as 
the basis for opposing the single issue of the 
Amendment. Thus it seeks to restrict the indep- 
endent propaganda in which revolutionary Marx- 
ists, centrists, reformists and protestant 
clergy etc. DIFFER when they argue for mass 
support for the common action-goal. 


The only organisational principles on which 
a broad-based campaign can be effectively ini- 
tiated by, generally small, active feminist and 
socialist groups would be by agreeing the common 
goals of the campaign and leaving full indepen- 
dent freedom of propaganda to every affiliated 
group within the campaign and in all its public 
events - and similarly to unattached activists. 
Only on such a basis could the organisations 
commited to a serious fight openly affiliate and 
commit their resources to jointly building 
action groups in every possible city, town and 
district. 


Turn To The Working Class 


Even if defeated in the attempt to broaden 
the goals of the campaign, revolutionary ~Marx- 
ists would still call for support for the single 
issue of defeating the Amendment, continuing to 
make their own propaganda and most importantly, 
fighting to orient the campaign centrally to the 
working class. Thus they would fight to win the 
sponsorship AND affiliation of workplace groups 
and branches of trade unionists as well as 
Trades Councils and Union leaderships - arguing 
that such support become democratically an int- 
egral part of the campaign on the basis of del- 
egates from every organised group having the 
right to argue and vote in the campaign bodies, 
Only such measures can give any meaning to the 
fight to bring the working class to the head of 
such struggles. 


By contrast, while a "Workers Party" 
spokesperson for the Trade Union Women's Forum 
could draw applause at the launching meeting by 
claiming that the trade union movement "should 
be" in the vanguard on the issue, WPers and 
others greeted the call by an IWG member to 
affiliate organised rank and file workers with 
derision at the meeting of the 'Trade Union 
Committee’ of the campaign. For these "social- 
ists", whose political existence is defined by 
their tailing of the trade union bureaucracy, 
such affiliations would be an offence to the 


Bishops, Bosses and Bureaucrats 
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On platform at Mansion House 14/10/82 to discuss the encyclical of the Pope on Work. @Mc Carthy, head of the 
Federated Union of Employers. @Patrick Cardiff (FWUI), President of the Congress of Trade Unions. @In the 


chair - Cosgrove, Chairperson of the Labour Court. 


@ Speaking - Bishop Kavanagh, long-standing ideologue 


for conservative Catholic social teaching on women and on the rights of private property. Meeting 
organised by the Legion of Mary, a large lay Catholic and strongly anti-communist movement, 
Catholic 'corporatist' ideology runs deep in the union bureaucracy. This event points up the need in unions 


to break all confessional trappings. and church links. 


"official democracy" of the Unions whose custom 
and practice in Ireland in the major unions 
precludes the workplace organs and even the 
remote bureaucratised branches from affiliating 
to labour movement campaigns or even issuing 
press statements - subordinating all political 
activity to the veto of the bureaucracy! The 
truth is that such ‘custom and practice’ is an 
offence to the necessary workers democracy 
without which the working class cannot be put on 
a war footing against capitalism. 


The trade union bureaucracy is an ALLY of 
the bourgeoisie - and nowhere more evidently 
than in social questions such as women's right 
to choose which cuts so deeply against the 
bourgeois religious ideologies of both States. 
Again and again in the history of the unions and 
Labour Party, clerical influence, appeals to 
Church loyalties and the ideologies of Protes- 
tant Orangeism or Catholic corporatism have been 
used by these misleaders to divide and hamstring 
the independent fighting ability of the rank and 
file, to bind them to the Bosses’ states North 
and South. 


In the present period in the South, the inac- 
tion of the union leaders against the disgusting 
Family Planning Act is now followed by open 
support from sections of the union bureaucracy 


for "tighter laws against abortion" as was 

argued by the MPGWU; "referring back" a Confer- 
ence anti-Amendment motion in the FWUI; Limerick 
Trades Council refusing a motion to affiliate; 

and even the white-collar ASTMS stating its 
opposition to abortion as the condition of 

publicly opposing the Amendment! 


The Amendment 


And The Bosses’ Offensive 


Revolutionary Marxists in their propaganda 
on. this question must explain why the working 
class alone has a materia] class interest in 
winning the complete emancipation of women, It 
is vital that the arguments in defence of women 
choosing abortions, for safe contraception on 
demand to all, and against the Amendment, be 
explained as part of the living struggle of the 
working class movement to defend its gains and 
bring the mass of women actively into its ranks 
to unify and strengthen it. And despite all the 
exclamations of horror from the pseudo "lefts" 
of WP, BICO etc. and of the centrist PD, SWM and 
LWR, Revolutionary Varxists must never hold back 
from arguing the perspective of industrial 
action - strikes, sit-ins, etc. - that is the 
use of workers' CLASS methods and class power to 
win the struggle for democratic rights. 





The AAC trade union support group in one 
leaflet - "Dont Waste Our Money" - addressed to 
workers (and sponsored by a list dominated by 
"Workers Party" union bureaucrats) exemplifies 
the evasion and dishonesty of the present Camp- 
aign "lefts". It merits the contempt of workers. 
For, the issues of the referendum are NOT 
DISCUSSED! Instead the argument it puts at the 
centre is how scandalous it is to waste nearly a 
million pounds on a referendum at a time of 
economic crisis. It treats workers as if they 
were incapable of ideas beyond simple economic 
calculations. It ignores the substance of how 
the issue is really connected to the crisis - 
that it represents an offensive against social 
and personal rights that are vital to the 
interests of the working class as a whole. 


The thralls of political backwardness in 
which the mass of Irish workers have been locked 
with the collaboration of their leaders makes it 
doubly difficult to fight for working class 
leadership in such a struggle. Revolutionary 
Marxists however stand firm in their strategic 
perspective as the only basis for formulating 
immediate tactics. That means concretely orien- 
ting centrally in the working class to organised 
working women as the potential nucleus of a 
working class-led women's movement. Even though 
concretely the fight on the present issue may be 
limited in the working class organisations to 
debate and discussion and in the short term fall 
short of active mobilisation or industrial 
action, that fight must be undertaken as the 
priority and not be subordinated to the demands 
of the middle class ‘allies'. The platform 
proposed by the IWG, we believe, is the best 
means of making serious gains now towards going 
on to a successful fight for women's right to 
choose through now uniting and clarifying in 
struggle the elements of a mass working-class- 
led women's movement. 


While the outcome cannot be predicted, the 
cancellation of the Referendum is improbable 
given Haughey's need to tap the dregs of popul- 
ist Catholic support, and if held it is almost 
certain to be carried. However, while a "quiet 
death" or indefinite deferral of the referendum 
in the event of a change of Government might 
represent a response to Protestant dissent, the 
nature of the present Anti-Amendment Campaign 
guarantees that it would represent nothing more 
than that. Nothing would have been done to 
reverse the gains already being counted by the 
reactionary Right in terms of overt and wide- 
spread mobilisation against women's unfettered 
right to control their fertility - gains that 
might be crystallised in a range of possible 
concessions by Governments to the Right. 


By contrast the "lefts" in the Campaign, 
especially the BICO faction in Kemmy's DSP, 
believe that "It has clearly become possible to 
win. Sectarianism in Ireland can receive a 
reverse from which it will never recover" and 
"As a result it would be easier in future to 
introduce all kinds of liberal legislation, even 
legislation to legalise abortion" ('Comment' 
21/8/82). It is a mystery how such opportunists 
can square this latter claim with the fact that 
the basis on which they have limited the 





Campaign has seen its leading sponsors again and 
again proclaiming in the media their OPPOSITION 
to abortion! 


Opportunism and Slander 


The pro-imperialist perspectives of the WP, 
DSP and BICO "socialists" tie them fully to the 
bandwagon of the middle class sections opposed 
to the Amendment. For, the latter simply express 
the need of the section. of the Southern bour- 
geoisie seeking alliance with the Northern 
Unionists forthe sake of political stability. 
That is, opposition to the Referendum would give 
them a certain mileage in their courtship of 
bourgeois Unionism. Determined to outdo the 
"Workers Party" in attacking the Right to Choose 
Group activists in the Campaign, BICO's slanders 
are a clear sign of their utter prostration to 
all those forces who will happily use the AAC 
but publicly oppose abortion. This ugly sect 
labelled the pro-abortion activists as tools of 
"American" or SPUC "agents provocateurs" who 
have "found a band of willing dupes and have 
been using these idiots" ('Comment' 21/8/82). 


Against such slanders IWG defends the 
'Right to Choose Group" activists despite their 
lack of an adequate perspective or tactics in 
relating the immediate question to the objective 
needs of women. The confusion of which they are 
the victim is inherent to "feminism" - and is 
all the more quickly put to the test and found 
bankrupt in a semi-colonial country where bour- 
geois-democratic tasks can all the more clearly 
only be resolved in the revolutionary struggle 
of the working class for its own State power. 
The Centrism of SWM and PD (active in building 
the two pro-abortion feminist groups) is equally 
exposed for its adaptation to non-working class 
forces in their failure to fight for that revo- 
lutionary Marxist, i.e Trotskyist perspective. 


CONCLUSION 


The IWG openly argues 
for that perspective in the fight against the 
Amendment. To that end the IWG will, alongside 
the Anti-Amendment Campaign, support any genuine 
action to advance that fight but will not affi- 
liate to the existing Campaign, for we will not 
be bound into a propaganda bloc which argues 
sheer confusion and undermines the possibility 
of real gains, through a principled fight, 
towards building a working-class led fight for 
women's liberation. 

For a genuine united-front campaign, orien- 
ted centrally to the working class,to fight the 
offensive against women's right to control their 
fertility. 

NO TO THE REFERENDUM! 
REPEAL SECTIONS 58-9 OF THE 1861 ACT! 
SCRAP THE FAMILY PLANNING ACT! 


For a working-class-based women's movement to 
fight for Abortion on Demand as part of a 
programme of struggle to end women's oppression. 
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In this article we analyse the struggles 


of Marx and Engels to build a communist workers' 


party. We do so because the lessons of their 
struggles, the communist programme and method 
they developed, are of burning and immediate 
relevance to the tasks of equipping and training 
a new revolutionary vanguard for the battles 
ahead. 


In any period, conscious communist cadres 
constitute a minority in the working class. In 
the struggle for leadership they are in conten- 
tion not only with openly bourgeois programmes 
and leaders, but also with a spectrum of more or 
less 'radical' schemers and fighters. Standing 
between the nucleus of revolutionary communists 
and pro-capitalist tendencies there are inevit- 
ably a range of centrist programmes and forma- 
tions - those subjectively opposed to capitalism 
but objectively incapable of developing a stra- 
tegy or programme for its revolutionary 
overthrow. 


These divisions are not simply posed on the 
level of 'ideas', of discussion between groups 
of intellectuals with their pet schemes and 
programmes, Capitalist society, its inherent 
instability and crises, propels the most con- 
scious elements in the working class towards 
communist politics, But the struggle of the 
working class within capitalism does not of 
itself solve the questions of programme and 
Strategy for the proletarian revolution, This 
was most clearly explained by Lenin in 'What is 
to be Done?', The task facing revolutionaries in 
all periods is to win leadership in the strug- 
gles of the working class, to win leadership for 
their programme for working class power. 


MARX, ENGELS AND 


THE MASS PARTY 
NW GERMANY 





This was the fundamental pre-occupation of 
Marx and Engels in their struggle in the inter- 
national Workers Movement in the nineteenth 
century. They faced the task of winning ascend- 
ancy against the ranks of utopians and adventu- 
rists offering themselves as leaders in the 
newly burgeoning workers' movement. They faced 
the task of winning workers already under the 
Sway of these misleaders to communist politics. 


The lessons to be drawn from Marx and 
Engels' battles to develop a communist workers' 
party are vital to two central questions facing 
revolutionaries today. Firstly, how to develop a 
programme for workers power? Marx and Engels 
were perfectly aware that they could not win 
leadership of, arm and equip a vanguard through 
the abstract proclamation of principles. The 
principles of the communist tradition - devel- 
oped throughout the years of Marx and Engels' 
life - had to be focussed and concretised into 
programme, strategy and tactics for the workers' 
movement. Luxembourg, Lenin and Trotsky were to 
learn this again when they stood with Kautsky 


and Co. on a series of common PRINCIPLES against 


the revisionists, but where the developing left 
found itself opposed to the orthodox Kautsky 
leadership on the question of strategy and 
tactics for the coming period. 


For Marx and Engels the programme was not a 
timeless blueprint document. As we shall see, it 
had to be rooted in a perspective for the spe- 
cific period of capitalist development, in the 
living struggles and experience of the working 
Class, and in a scientific analysis of the tasks 
facing the working class on the road to power. 








In this article we shall look at the method of 
elaborating the programme, developed by Marx and 
Engels in their party-building struggles, 


Secondly, what should be the relationship 
between the communists and the centrists and 
vacillators? Marx and Engels were absolutely 
consistent on this. They maintained at all times 
the integrity and independence of their prog- 
ramme, They refused all compromise or accommo- 
dation on programmatic questions. They waged a 
relentless war, throughout their lives, against 
all other tendencies and programmes in the wor- 
kers' movement. They fought for that programme 
with a clear recognition of, and ruthless 
attention to, each and every step that won the 
real workers' movement, in struggle, towards 
communist politics. 


This experience and method is of immediate 
relevance to us today. A new period of instab- 
ility and crisis has opened for world capital- 
ism. But the revolutionary left, bound together 
by a common thread of communist principles (the 
dictatorship of the proletariat, the revolu- 
tionary as opposed to reformist road to social- 
ism), whole sections of which claim allegiance 
to a common programme (the Transitional Prog- 
ramme of Trotsky's Fourth International) is 
divided on fundamental questions of strategy and 
tactics. The communist programme - consistently 
re-elaborated, re-focussed in the history of our 
movement - has not been re-elaborated and foc- 
ussed on the new period of struggle now facing 
the working class movement. 


Inevitably the crisis of capitalism and the 
crisis of leadership in the working class has 
thrown up, on a world scale, a variety of new 
centrist and revisionist groupings. 


On an international scale the question of 
the elaboration of the Communist Programme, of 
the basis for UNITY, the relationship between 
tactical differences and differences of Prin- 
ciple and Programme are posed ever more sharply. 
It is in this context that we examine the 
struggles of Marx and Engels, in order to learn 
from those struggles. 


Against the background of crisis and frag- 
mentation the groups of the "United Secretariat 
of the. Fourth Internatioal" (USFI - in Ireland 
the PD) have, in particular, attempted to 
rewrite the history of the communist tradition 
to FIT IN with their present practice and ori- 
entation. To justify their drive for 'unity' on 
the left, for ‘unity' with explicitly anti- 
Trotskyist forces, to justify their project of 
building a 'class struggle' left wing tendency 
in the workers' movement, they have sought to 
recast the splits and polemics in the communist 
tradition in a new mould. In the "Party and 
Faction" series published by the British IMG in 
"Red Weekly", they argued that splits between 
socialists are only, indeed, have only been, 
justified between those who stand on differing 
sides of the class struggle. 
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In the next article in this series we shall 
deal with their attempt to prove that Lenin only 
split with the Mensheviks because they broke 
discipline, and that the split only became final 
and irrevocable when sections of the Mensheviks 
supported the Tsarist autocracy in the first 
imperialist war. We shall show how, for Lenin 
and for all communists, the question of unity 
with other tendencies is always subordinate to 
the maintenance of the independence of the com- 
munist programme, to a persistent and open 
struggle with all centrist and revisionist ten- 
dencies. This is the tradition founded by Marx 
and Engels. 


This article analyses the development of 
the communist tradition in the building of int- 
ernational and national workers" parties, It 
examines the struggles of Marx and Engels to win 
the most conscious workers away from an allegi- 
ance to false and utopian programmes through 
UNITY in action and struggle, and INDEPENDENCE 
of programme, strategy and tactics at all times. 
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Marx and Engels 1848 


There can be no single model of the Marxist 
programme valid for all time. There is however a 
method for the development of a programme which 
can be seen in the great programmes and the 
programmatic debates of the revolutionary trad- 
ition - im the Communist Manifesto, in the pre- 
amble to the Rules and Inaugural Address and 
resolutions of the First International, in the 
critique of the Gotha Programme; in the Erfurt 
Programme and in Engels' critique of it; in the 
Theses of the Comintern and the Transitional 
Programme of the Fourth International. 


The tasks of a programme are to succinctly 
expound the strategy and key tactics of the 
proletarian revolution in the context of an 
understanding of Capitalism. At the most general 
level this necessitates the understanding of the 
basic features of Capitalism and of the class 
struggle. 


The basic correctness of Marx's and Engels' 
understanding of the laws of motion of capital- 
ism - the root of capital accumulation in the 
unpaid labour of the proletariat, the internal 
contradictions and thus crisis-prone nature of 
capitalism, the inevitability of the class 
struggle, the necessity for the working class to 
seize political power and expropriate the expr- 
opriators, the necessity for the working class 
political party, lies at the heart of the univ- 
ersal relevance of the Communist Manifesto. 
Later developments - the dictatorship of the 
proletariat - the necessity of "smashing the old 
bureaucratic military state machine" (1) etc. - 
constitute the general theoretical conceptions 
which are a matter of codification in any prog- 
ramme. Clearly, whilst no programme which over- 
‘throws these can claim to be a revolutionary 
communist one, they are NOT SUFFICIENT 

to make a programme so. 


A programme must outline the general ques- 
tions of strategy and tactics which address the 
features of the class struggle posed by the 
EPOCH of development of capitalism and its 
principal features and the particular PERIOD and 
its features. It may be added that Marxists have 
further outlined their strategy and tactics in 
relationship to particular conjunctures, i.e. in 
Programmes of Action. Further, a programme must 
define the evaluation communists make and the 
tactics communists apply with regard to non- 
communist tendencies within the working class 
movement. In this context it must be remembered 
that these tendencies are only sociologically 
within the movement. Politically they represent 
the influence of non-proletarian strata (i.e. 
the bourgeoisie, the petite-bourgeoisie, the 
peasantry, the labour aristocracy, the lumpen 
proletariat etc.). 


The Communist Manifesto had, as Engels 
notes in 1882 "as its object the proclamation of 
the inevitably impending dissolution of modern 
bourgeois property" (2). It was as Trotsky 
remarked "calculated for a revolutionary epoch" 
and thus contained demands "corresponding to the 
period of direct transition from Capitalism to 
Socialism" (3). 


This revolutionary perspective was based on 
Marx and Engels' prognosis of an "immediately 
pending" series of bourgeois revolutions in 
Germany and in other central and Southern Euro- 
pean countries, an impending proletarian revol- 
ution in Britain and a revolution in France 
which completed the bourgeois tasks and moved 
onto the tasks of the proletarian revolution. 
Brilliantly confirmed in some respects this 
perspective had serious flaws. First, it mistook 
capitalism's first serious period of crises for 
the impending general collision of the product- 
ive forces against the limits of capitalist 
property relations. In fact capitalism's period 
of ascent, its creation of a world market was 
only just beginning. Here the limits of their 
existing work on political economy told against 
them. Second, it overestimated the revolutionary 
role that the bourgeoisie would be "compelled to 
play" and did not foresee the recoil from the 
revolutionary tasks which the emergence of the 
proletariat would produce in the ranks of the 
former. Third, it overestimated the cohesion and 
consciousness and organisation already existing 
in the proletariat and to a certain extent und- 
erestimated the harmfulness of trends such as 
Louis Blanc's "Social Democracy" or the muddle 
of official Chartism. 


None of this is to say that Marx and Engels 
were wrong to develop a programme for the revo- 
lutionary upheavals of 1947-49, that the time 
was "not ripe" because capitalism was still 
"progressive". Capitalism was, and Marx and 
Engels never ceased to stress it, progressive 
vis a vis feudal and patriarchal relations of 
production. It was, however, reactionary as 
against the possibilities of socialist 
development of the productive forces. It was 
Trotsky who pointed out that "had it been poss- 
ible in the second half of the nineteenth cent- 
ury to organize economy in Socialist beginnings, 
its tempo of growth would have been immeasurably 
greater" (4), 


The result of the 'mistakes' of 18438 
prompted Marx to undertake his life's work of 
placing communism more firmly upon the basis of 
a scientific understanding of the laws of motion 
of capitalist society. Secondly it prompted both 
Marx and Engels to a more thorough consideration 
of involvement in the questions of organising 
the proletariat for its struggle with capital 
and combatting the existing dominant trends of 
utopianism and sectarianism. Above all it con- 
vinced them of the importance of winning mass 
organizations in struggle to the communist pro- 
gramme. It was with this aim in mind that Marx 
and Engels worked in the International Working 
Mens Association and played a leading role in 
the development of German Social Democracy. 





The First International 


It is sometimes maintained that the First 
International was a propaganda International. 
This is not so, though of course Marx and Engels 
carried their conceptions into its programmatic 
statements and thus into every section of the 
labour movement associated with it. Their pol- 
emics with the followers of Proudhon, Mazzini 
and Bakunin helped win a small nucleus of sym- 
pathisers in the principal European countries 
and in North America. But in the sense that 
‘propaganda international' can have a meaning, 
i.e. Of an international tendency limited by 
circumstances to largely propaganda work for a 
detailed and coherent common programme - the 
First International was by no means that. Marx 
and Engels summed up its role thus: 

"The International was founded in order to 

replace the Socialist or semi-socialist sects 

by a real organisation of the working class 
for struggle. The original statutes and the 

Inaugural Address show this at a glance". (5) 


The conditions prevailing in the 1860s 
determined the form of the International. Engels 
characterised these as the reawakening of the 
labour movement after the destruction and 
repression of the 1850s, the temporary weakening 
of sectarianism, and economism and opportunism. 


The strengthening and growth of workers! 
organisations in Britain, France and Germany 
forced the leaders of the sects of the Proud- 
honists and Lassalleans into international co- 
operation. Even the insular craft trade union 
leaders in Britain faced with a resurgence of 
Class struggle were radicalised and sought the 
assistance of their continental brethren through 
the medium of the General Council of the IWMA, 


These tendencies were still dominant in 
their respective labour movements but were muted 
by the pressure upon them from government rep- 
ression on the one hand and the re-emergence of 
workers' organisations on the other. The 1860s 
and early 1870s were a renewed period of uphea- 
val in Europe and North America - in certain 
respects the delayed culmination of the aborted 
Struggles of 1848. The Polish rising, the lib- 
eration of the serfs in Russia, the wars of 
Italian and German unification, the Civil War 
and abolition of slavery in America, the grant- 
ing of the suffrage to a majority of the male 
working class in England and the Paris Commune 
were the living context of the International 
Working Men's Association. As Engels said, 

"Its aim was to weld together into one huge 
army the whole militant working class of 
Europe and America. Therefore it could not set 
out from the principles laid down in the Man- 
ifesto. It was bound to have a programme which 
would not shut the door on the English trade 
unionists, the French, Belgian, Italian and 
Spanish Proudhonists and the German 
Lasalleans" (6). 


This however is not to say that Marx simply 
ignored the principles of the Manifesto. Indeed 
Ryazanov in his 'Karl Warx and Friedrich Engels' 


points out: "the new manifesto (i.e. the Inaug- 
ural Address) had to be written in a manner 
which would take account of the low level of 
proletarian class consciousness among the masses 
and the leaders, but which would, at the same 
time, adhere to the basic principles laid down 
in the Communist Manifesto. 


Ryazanov points out that in essence the 
IWMA was a ‘united front', that the Address 
formulated demands and emphasised points on 
which the existing movements should unite "and 
on the basis of which a further development of 
the labour movement could be expected", From the 
immediate major tasks and struggles of the wor- 
king class movement as it was, whether through 
cooperatives or trade unions, Marx points out 
the need to replace capitalist production by 
co-operative production and the absolute neces- 
sity of organizing this at the level of society 
as a whole. Thus the Address states: "To conquer 
political power has therefore become the great 
duty of the working classes", (7) Marx was able 
thus to relate to the various strands of the 
varied national labour movements a line of int- 
ernational co-operation and advance which led 
inexorably from co-operation in the daily 
struggles of the 1860s to the same task outlined 
in the Communist Manifesto: "the organisation of 
the proletariat along class lines, the overthrow 
of bourgeois domination, the proletarian seizure 

of political power, the abolition of wage lab- 
our, tha passing of all the means of production 
into the hands of society". (8) One may add to 
Ryazanov's list the disappearance of classes: 
"the abolition of all class rule" (Provisional 
Rules). 


The Inaugural Address and the Provisional 
Rules were not a magic talisman. They had to be 
fought for and explained in concrete struggles 
and in polemic against the utopian nostrums of 
the other tendencies before the masses in 
struggle, Engels again clearly states this: "For 
the ultimate triumph of the ideas set forth in 
the Manifesto Marx relied solely and exclusively 
upon the intellectual development of the working 
class, as it necessarily had to ensue from uni- 
ted action and discussion. The events and 
vicissitudes in the struggle against capital, 
the defeats even more than the successes, could 
not but demonstrate to the fighters the inade- 
quacy hitherto of their universal panaceas and 
make their minds more receptive to a thorough 
understanding of the true conditions for the 
emancipation of the workers." 


As events showed the workers' struggles 
particularly in Germany and Britain did not 
develop on a broad or far reaching enough scale 
for Marx's principles to win a dominant position 
and oust the existing sects. The Paris Commune, 
the first experience, albeit confused and brief, 
of workers holding power in a large capital 
city, was, in Engel's words "bound to explode 
this naive conjunction of all fractions". 


It is to Marx's everlasting honour as an 
organiser, as a practical 'party leader' (in 
which terms he is often unjustly contrasted with 
Lenin) that he managed to carry the Internatio- 
nal through the experience of the Commune and 


align its sections alongside the Communards 
despite an atmosphere of reactionary hysteria 

and witch hunt - not merely keeping the progra- 
matic banner of the IVMA unspotted but taking it 
forward in a tremendous leap in hailing the 

first proletarian dictatorship in history. 


The defeat of the Commune - annihilating 
the flower of the European working class, the 
proletariat of Paris - dealt a staggering blow 
to the International. The opportunists wavered 
and began to slink away. The British skilled 
Trade Unionists after receiving the vote and 
legal protection for their unions were already 
becoming increasingly conservative. On the other 
hand the Bakuninist re-hash of a mixture of ab- 
stention from politics, of conspiracy mongering 
unrelated to the class struggle, of demagogic 
attacks on leadership, threatened to overtake 
the weakened organisation. To accept this would 
have meant abandoning the crucial lessons, neg- 
ative and positive, of the Paris Commune, the 
dictatorship, the need for resolute leadership 
and mass organisation. Marx, with Engel's assi- 
stance, fought like a tiger to save the prog- 
ramme of the International from relapse into the 
old sectarian backwardness. 


To do this they were prepared in the last anal- 
ysis to sacrifice the organisational existence 
of the International itself. 





Ferdinand Lassalle 1825-1864 






Was this a mere act of embittered sectari- 
anism? The thesis of the USFI's IMG (Britain) 
would force us to say yes. An ‘anti-Pabloite' on 
the other hand would commend their actions as 
universally valid. The answer lies with neither 
position. Marx and Engels saw after the defeat 
of the Commune that, in Europe at least, the 
development of the forces of the working class 
on a mass scale had suffered a serious setback. 
In these circumstances it was extremely unlikely 
that the counter attacks of the sectarians could 
be fought off forever, or that a defeat of cen- 
tral programmatic importance could be reversed. 


The London Conference of the International 
had already declared: 
"considering that against this collective 
power of the propertied classes the working 
class cannot act as a class, except by cons- 
tituting itself into a political party, dis- 
tinct from and opposed to all old parties 
formed by the propertied classes. That this 
constitution of the working class into a pol- 
itical party is indispensable in order to en- 
sure the triumph of the Social revolution and 
its ultimate aim - the abolition of classes" 


(9). 


To this central task Marx and Engels now 
devoted themselves. Their voluminous correspon- 
dence is testimony to the worldwide scope of 
this task and the London homes of these two men 
provided an invaluable 'International' to which 
the socialists of all countries had recourse. 
Engels explained his and Marx's strategy and 
tactics in a polemical critique of what they 
regarded as the best strand in the French work- 
ing class movement - the Blanquists. 


Blanqui himself, whilst recognised as a 
'man of action' is characterised as "essentially 
a political revolutionary", "without socialist 
theory". Engels attacks the unscientific nature 
of Blanquism, because it is not based on an un- 
derstanding of the development of capitalist 
society (and in this respect retains the ra- 
tionalism of the utopians). 'The revolution' is 
simply to be 'made' at a given moment when the 
conspirators are fully prepared. Further it has 
no conception of relating to the proletarian 
masses except by the exemplary ‘coup’. In this 
respect Blanquism does not escape the Communist 
Jacobinism of Babeuf and Buonnarotti. It is 
completely incapable of relating to the day to 
day struggles economic and political of the 
proletariat. Against this he contrasts German 
Communism: 
"The German Communists are Communists because 
through all intermediate stations and compro- 
mises, created not by them but by historical 
development, they clearly perceive the ultim- 
ate aim, the abolition of classes, the inaug- 
uration of a society in which there will be no 
private ownership of land and means of 
production" (10), 
The 'German Communists' were however few in 
number. Perhaps only Wilhelm Liebknecht and one 
or two others understood the programme of Marx 
and Engels and imperfectly at that. However 
Germany, newly united ‘from above' by Bismarck, 
was the only advanced country with an organised 
working class party - or to be more accurate 
two. Marx and Engels turned to the task of 
winning real working class formations to 
communism, 





Germany and the 
Birth of Mass Organization 


The origins of the revived German workers' 
movement of the 1860s lay in the agitation 
launched by Ferdinand Lassalle, On April 12th 
1862 he delivered an address to the machine 
workers of Borsi in the Berlin suburb of Orani- 
enburg which was shortly printed as his famous 
pamphlet 'The Workers Programme’. He visited 
Marx in London in July and failed to persuade 
him to support his agitation. Nothing daunted he 
proceeded to launch his 'German WOrkers Associ- 
ation’ on 23rd May 1863 in Leipzig, and there- 
after he travelled the length and breadth of 
Germany building branches of the new 
organisation. In January 1864 he launched into a 
fierce polemic with the founder of the Liberal 
co-operative movement Herman Schulze-Delitzch. 
On the 3lst August 1864 he was shot dead in a 
duel in Switzerland. Marx and Engels soon rec- 
ognised the historic significance of Lassalle's 
brief agitation: "After fifteen years of slum- 
ber, Lassalle has roused again the labour move- 
ment in Germany. This will remain his undying 
merit" (11). 


Yet Marx would not support Lassalle. Why? 
Because he has the most profound disagreements 
with him, differences which extended over Lass- 
alle's programme, tactics and organisational 
methods. At the level of programme Marx utterly 
rejected Lassalle's primitive and unscientific. 
approach to the political economy of Capitalism. 
Lassalle concentrated exclusively on what he 
termed the 'iron law of wages', This theory 
resurrected the old 'law of wages' of the clas- 
sical bourgeois political economists which arg- 
ued the impossibility of raising wages above 
subsistence level. Lassalle invoked Malthus' law 
of population: if living standards increased so 
would the birth rate thus reducing standards to 
Subsistence again. The conclusion was that wor- 
kers could not by industrial combination (trades 
unions) improve their lot - "Association rights 
cannot be of any use to the worker, they cannot 
bring about a serious improvement in the work- 
ers' conditions". Hence flowed Lassalle's host- 
ility to trades unions. This contrasted sharply 
with Marx and Engels' assessment of them as "the 
real class organisations of the proletariat, in 
which the latter wages its day to day struggle 
against capital; in which it schools itself." 

(12) 


The abstention from the trade unions was 
the first element of sectarianism Marx perceived 
in Lassalle's programme. The second element was 
Lassalle's 'answer' to the problem of the ex- 
ploitation of the proletariat. The working class 
must win universal suffrage, use it to vote 
State credits to voluntary producer co-operat- 
ives which would gradually replace Capitalism, 
Both economically and politically this programme 
had nothing in common with that of the Communist 
Manifesto. It had a great deal in- common with 
the 'petit-bourgeois socialists' of 1848, with 
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Louis Blanc's "Organisation of Labour" which 

envisaged a similar scheme. Lassalle added his 
typically Hegelian assessment of the positive 

role of the state: 


"Thus the purpose of the state is to bring 
about the positive unfolding and progressive 
development of man's nature, in other words, 
to realise the human purpose, i.e. the culture 
of which the human race is capable; it is the 
education and the development of the human 
race into Freedom". (Workers Programme.) 


Marx pointed out that co-operatives financed by 
Prussia would merely make the workers pension- 
ers. Lassalle's formulation of the role of the 
State was accompanied by a pledge to work only 
by "peaceful and legal means". Lassalle was in 
the habit of saying to intimate friends: "When I 
Say universal suffrage, I mean the Revolution". 
Marx and Engels rejected this typically Lassal- 
lean real politik which involved deceiving the 
workers. For them nothing could excuse miseduc- 
ating the workers as Lassalle was doing. Their 
attitude was summed up thus: 


"Beyond a doubt the disappointment in Lass- 
alle's hapless illusion concerning socialist 
intervention on the part of a Prussian gover- 
nment will come. The logic of things will have 
its say. But the honour of the workers' party 
demands that it reject these optical illusions 
even before their flimsy texture is rent by 
experience. The working class is revolutionary 
or it is nothing." 


Lassalle's programme turns its back on the 
trade unions espousing a struggle for the suff- 
rage as the sole political demand. This prog- 
ramme on its positive side led to a stress on 
the need for an independent workers' party and a 
sharp clash with the Liberal bourgeoisie (who 
favoured a limited franchise based on a property 
qualification). 


It was however fatally vulnerable in the face of 
a political phenomenon that appearred in France 
in the 1850s and in Prussia in the 1860s and 
1870s - Bonapartism - whether of the Napol- 
eonic or Bismarckian variety. Lassallean state- 
ism played right into the hands of Bismarck. 
Marx and Engels again and again vigorously 
attacked Lassalle and his disciples' total 
ignoring of the Military/big landowner class who 
actually ruled Germany. Marx and Engels were no 
lovers of the bourgeoisie yet their Strategy in 
Germany was still to support the bourgeoisie in 
its clashes with the Junker Monarchy. 


Lastly in the field of organisation, where 
Lassalle set the precedent of appointing himself 
as an all powerful President of the General 
Workers Union of Germany, Marx dissented 
sharply: 

"Here, where the workers are under the thumb 
of bureaucracy from childhood on and believe 
in authority, in constituted authorities, it 

is a foremost task to teach them how to walk 
by themselves". (13) 





The other strand in the German Labour 
Wowemnt, Inaugurated by Wilhelm Liebknecht at a 
iter dete (and also August Bebel) was born out 
of the left wing of Liberalism. In 1866 the two 
of them founded the Saxon Peoples Party - a 
radical party which they were able in three 
wears to build into a small national formation 
and rename "The Social Democratic Workers Party" 
- at a congress at Eisenach. (Henceforth they 
were known as Eisenachers.) 


The name ‘Social Democrat', common in both 
| strands of German socialism, was never the 
object of adminartion by Marx and Engels. For 
one thing it had associations with Louis Blanc's 
party in 1848. They referred to it as "a pig of 
a name" and to the end of his days Engels reg- 
arded it as "inexact" for a party ™...whose 
economic programme is not merely socialist in 
general, but downright communist and whose ult- 
imate political aim is to overcome the whole 
state and consequently democracy as well". (14) 








Marx and Engels always referred to them- 
selves as Communists, and the question of the 
name is not an accidental or trivial matter. For 
Marx and Engels the Social Democrats in Germany 
were not fully developed communists - they were 
a formation with which they struggled to win 
them to the communist programme. 


Initially the struggle was to overcome the 
Lassallean sectarian programme. At first Marx 
corresponded with the Lassallean leader J.B. Von 
Schweitzer when the latter appeared to be taking 
steps away from sectarianism by calling a con- 
gress to organise trade unions. However Lieb- 
knecht and Bebel were more receptive to the 
advice offered from London. They were, however, 
scarcely less in need of it. The programme 
adopted at Eisenach marked only the first steps 
away from Radical Liberalism but it had certain 
marked superiorities to that of the Lassalleans. 
In a series of articles written by Bebel (later 
collected as-a pamphlet entitled "Our Goals") he 
exposed the error that a “half-free or despotic 
state could ever accomplish the workers' eman- 
cipation". He broke silence on the need to re- 
place the Prussian State with one which embodied 
the will of the majority - a "Peoples State" 
(Volkstaat), i.e. in the language the censor 
imposed - a Republic. Bebel's views come close 
to the "social republicans" of 1848. 


“Critique of the Gotha 
Programme” 


In May 1875 a joint congress was held of 
Bebel and Liebknecht's Social Democratic Wor- 
kers' Party and the Lassallean General German 
Workers Union. This Gotha Congress adopted a 
common programme for a unified workers' party in 
Germany. Marx and Engels subjected this prog- 
ramme to withering criticism. 


The heart of the criticism that Marx and 
Engels made of the draft of the Gotha Programme 
lay in its political demands and here the thrust 
of their argument was directed as much against 
the Eisenachers as against the Lassalleans. 


The Lassalleans had for long shamelessly failed 
to expose the Monarchist Bonapartist state as 
totally inimical to the workers - the demand for 
state aided co-operatives would have turned them 
into pensioners of the king of Prussia. The 
Eisenachers - as their newspaper's title 
(Volkstaat) suggested were pledged to a 
democratic transformation. (Peoples State was 
understood to mean Republic, a word they could 
not legally use.) By inserting "Free Peoples 
State" into the programme, the Eisenachers no 
doubt felt they had preserved the essence of 
their democratic faith. Marx singled out for 
heavy attack, their formulation: 


"The Socialist Labour Party of Germany 
strives with every legal means for the Free 
State and the Socialist Society”. 


Marx's attack on this is twofold; firstly 
that it is evasive even as a democratic demand - 
and Germany was a country where the democratic 
tasks were the ones immediately facing the 
proletariat: 


"Even vulgar democracy, which sees the 
millenium in the democratic republic and has 
no suspicion that it is precisely in this last 
form of state of bourgeois society that the 
class struggle has to be fought out to a 
conclusion - even it towers mountains above 
this kind of democratism which keeps within 
the limits of what is permitted by the police 
and not permitted by logic." (Critique of the 
Gotha Prograinme.) 


Secondly, the programme fails completely to 
embody the key lesson of the Paris Commune: 
"Between capitalist and communist society lies 
the period of the revolutionary transformation 
of the one into the other. Corresponding to this 
is also a political transition period in which 
the state can be nothing but the revolutionary 
dictatorship of the proletariat". 


These two criticisms run like a red thread 
through Marx and Engels' later relations with 
the German Social Democrats. Warx and Engels 
made it clear that they would take no 
responsibility for this "thoroughly 
objectionable programme that demoralises the 
party". Their position on the Gotha unification 
was that it was wrong:."...one should simply 
have concluded an agreement for ACTION against 
the common enemy." (IWG emphasis.) And in Marx's 
letter to W. Bracke, 5 May 1875, the only 
programme that is possible in such circumstances 
is a “programme of action". 


The attitude of the party leaders to the 
advice of the "Londoners" is symptomatic. 
Liebknecht expressed relief that "the party was 
not under the direction of the theoreticians. 
Even Bebel, to the end of his days never fully 
understood their objections: "It was no easy job 
to come to an agreement with the two old fellows 
in London" (My Life - 1913). 


The aid of the 'theoreticians' was needed 
sooner than Liebknecht could have expected. The 
party leaders, following on from the 
formlessness of the prograinme, opened the 
publication of the party to all shades of 





opinion - looking to all 'Socialists' to assist 
them. The State Socialist, Eugen Duhring, 

rapidly came to exert an enormous influence 
within the party. Liebknecht and Bebel at first 
welcomed this. Bebel in the 'Volkstaat' 
recommended one of Duhring's books on economics 
as "the best thing on the subject since Marx 
wrote Das Kapital". Bracke wrote articles 
referring to Duhring as a party comrade. 


Liebknecht only became alarmed when it 
became apparent that Duhring was developing a 
faction within the party. Then panic stricken, 
he turned to Engels, pleading for a 'reply' from 
London. The response was 'Anti-Duhring'. 


In these articles, later published as a 
book, Engels with Marx's assistance produced the 
first handbook of scientific socialism which not 
only demolished the Berlin professor but 
educated a whole generation of the leaders of 
Social Democracy throughout Europe. 


The Anti-Socialist Laws and 
The Battle Against 


Evolutionism 


Marx and Engels remained deeply pessimistic 
about, the likely future development of Social 
Democracy in Germany: 


"A rotten spirit is making itself felt in our 
party in Germany not so much amongst the 
masses aS amongst the leaders. The compromise 
with the Lassalleans has led to compromise 
with other half-way elements too" (15), 


This "rotten spirit" was reformism and was 
the natural offspring of sectarianism. Marx un- 
derstood this as the utopian element in the 
Gotha synthesis - not the profoundly progress- 
ive, critical utopianism of Owen, Fourier and St 
Simon’ which had prefigured many of the essential 
features of scientific socialism. In the context 
of a modern labour movement and in counter posi- 
tion to 'materialist-critical socialism' it was 
in Marx's words "silly, stale, and fundamentally 
reactionary". The "other half-way elements" were 
a considerable influx of petit-bourgeois intel- 
ligentsia, including Dr. Karl Hochberg and his 
secretary Edward Bernstein. Of them Marx obser- 
ved: "These fellows want to take the teeth out 
of Socialism ... to make the party respectable 
in the eyes of the philistine. They are poor 
counter-revolutionary windbags" (16). 


Far worse in Marx's eyes was the attitude 
of his own closest collaborators. Far from 
fighting these ideas they connived at their 
propagation: 


"Hochberg was stunned when Engels told him the 


unvarnished truth: he is a peaceable evo- 
lutionary. He declared that Liebknecht had 
told him that we all agreed au fond (at 


bottom). All those in Germany - i.e. all the 
leaders shared his view etc. Indeed after ma- 
king the great mistake in the transactions 
with the Lassalleans, Liebknecht has opened 
the doors wide to all these barbarians, and 
thus paved the way malgre lui (in spite of 
himself) for a demoralisation in the party" 
(17). 


This development of 'peacable evolution- 
ism' was only checked by the onslaught of Bis- 
marck on the Social Democrats. The Anti-Social- 
ist Law passed the Reichstag in October 19th 
1878 and was renewed at roughly two-yearly 
intervals until September 30th 1890. 


Two tremendous dangers faced the Social 
Democrats - capitulation or putschism. Bismarck 
obviously hoped to provoke the party into an 
outburst that would have given him the excuse to 
drown it in blood. The Reichstag, much to his 
fury, had refused to make the Social Democrats 
totally illegal. It had left the loophole of 
elections to the Reichstag open to them. For 12 
years Bismarck tried to block it without suc- 
cess. The dangers of an outbreak were real - 
feeling amongst the Berlin workers ran high. But 
the opposite danger was the greater - as Marx 
had foreseen - amongst the leaders. In 1879 
Liebknecht in the Reichstag pledged the Social 
Democrats to keep completely within the law and 
added for good measure that the party aim was to 
reach its goal by 'peaceful reforms’ and that 
‘violent revolution’ was an absurdity. An art- 
icle by Vollmar in 'Sotzialdemokrat' declared 
"The assertion of our enemies that the dictat- 
orship of the proletariat is the goal to which 
we are striving is branded as a lie by the 
wording of our party programme", 


The leadership of the party lay with the 
party's deputies in the Reichstag - the Frak- 
tion. All party papers in Germany had been 
closed down. The party had allowed the only 
Social Democratic organ to be published in 
Zurich by Hochberg, Bernstein etc, 


Marx and Engels were so alarmed at the cap- 
itulation of the leadership that, as with the 
Gotha Programme, they resorted to a Circular 
letter to the party leaders. This remarkable 
document is a prophetic indictment of Reformism. 
It clearly defines Hochberg and Co. as a "bour- 
geois" trend in the Social Democratic party. 

Marx and Engels also foresaw where this trend 
would end: "If Berlin should ever again be so 
uneducated as to have another March 18th (1848), 
the Social Democrats instead of taking part in 
the fight like 'riff-raff' with a mania for 
barricades (p.8%, must rather 'follow the path 

of legality', put on the brakes, clear away the 
Barricades and if necessary march with the 
glorious army against the one-sided coarse, 
uneducated masses" (18). 


Marx and Engels likewise saw through this 
disease, thus pre-figured, which was to kill 
Social Democracy for the revolution: 

"The programme is not to be given up but only 
postponed - for an indefinite period. One ac- 
cepts it, though not really for oneself and 
one's own lifetime but posthumously, as an 











heirloom to be handed down to one's children 
and grandchildren. In the meantime one devotes 
one's 'whole strength and energy' to all sorts 
of trifles and the patching up of the capita- 
list order of society so as to produce at 

least the appearance of something happening 
without at the same time scaring the 
bourgeois" (19), 


The conclusion they drew was that this ten- 
dency had to be driven out of Social Democracy: 
"lf these gentlemen constitute themselves into 
a Social Democratic petty bourgeois party they 
are quite entitled to do so, one could 
negotiate with them, form a bloc according to 
circumstances etc. But in a workers' party 
they are an adulterating element. If reasons 
exist for tolerating them there for the moment 
it is our duty only to tolerate them, to allow 
them no influence in the party leadership and 
to remain aware that a break with them is only 
a matter of time. That time, moreover, seems 
to have come. How the party can tolerate the 
authors of this article in its midst is 
incomprehensible to us", 
They concluded with the threat that if the par- 
ty organ remained in the hands of the 'Zurich 
Trio' they would be immediately obliged "pub- 
licly to declare our opposition to it and to 
dissolve the bonds of the solidarity with which 
we have hitherto represented the German party 
abroad" (20). 


So near to rupture did it come that a del- 
egation, including Bebel, was despatched to 
London. The result was an alliance between Eng- 
els and Bebel to fight opportunism in the German 
party, an alliance that lasted until Engels’ 
death. A by-product was the conversion of Bern- 
stein, also on the delegation, from his’ 'peace- 
ful evolutionism’, to which he was to return 
within a year of Engels' death. 


Throughout the 1880s, at first with Marx 
and then alone, Engels fought to educate the 
party. The situation of illegality and the mas- 
sive growth of the industrial working class 
aided this process. In a series of factional 
struggles the most prominent rightists were 
either defeated and silenced, or the hardships 
of illegality drove them out of the party. The 
semi-anarchist tendency of Most and Hasselmann 
was defeated and expelled at the Weyden Confer- 
ence in August 1880. At the same time, to the 
delight of the Londoners, the word 'lawful' was 
struck from the phrase, 'the party strives by 
all lawful means...'. The Marxian perspective 
alone offered guidance to the illegal party 
nuclei. The growing numbers of workers grasped 
eagerly at the illegal pamphlets and papers 
emanating from the party centre in Switzerland. 
Under Engels' direct encouragement, 'Der 
Sotzial-Demokrat' was established in Zurich as 
the illegal party organ. Its intransigence and 
militancy led it to clash with the Reichstag 
Fraktion on many occasions, most notably when it 
condemned their vote for the Steam Ship Subsidy 
in 1885. At one point 'Der Sotzial-Demokrat' was 
officially renounced by the party leadership - 
an action which produced mass protests by the 
workers of Berlin and Saxony. 
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In the 1880s Engels concentrated on ham- 
mering out a party strategy with Bebel and the 
other party leaders. He sought to draw their 
attention to the unfinished tasks of Germany's 
bourgeois-democratic revolution. In 1885, he 
wrote a preface to a reprint of Marx' old pam- 
phlet, the Communist Trial in Cologne’. In it he 
explained the strategy and tactics of the Com- 
munists in 1848. He reprinted the old pamphlet, 
'‘Demands of the Communist Party in Germany To- 
day' advising his readers that they could, 

"still learn something from it", 

They could of course find in it a courageous and 
outspokenly republican programme with a series 
of measures pointing beyond the bourgeois 
republic, "universal arming of the people ... 
national workshops and the right to work ...the 
nationalisation of the means of transport" etc. 


Engels saw the Bismarckian system as 
chronically unstable and doomed to disruption. 
The bourgeoisie, despite its subjective cowar- 
dice would, believed Engels, be forced into 
conflict with the it as the expansion of the 
productive forces came into conflict with the 
social and political relations of the Second 
Reich. Though never finished or published in his 
lifetime, Engels began a masterly concrete study 
of German society, 'The Role of Force in Hist- 
ory'. In numerous articles for Sotzial-Demokrat 
he tried to draw the attention of the party to 
the tasks which lay ahead of it. In particular 
he pointed to the need to win the rural labour- 
ers, the raw material of the Prussian regiments, 
to the party. He advocated agitation around the 
demand that the Crown estates in Prussia be 
leased to co-operatives of rural labourers for 
common cultivation. Bebel replied that it was a 
waste of time demanding things that the existing 
government would not grant. Here he put his 
finger on a qustion of political method which 
was to become a decisive negative feature of 
Social Democracy. While paying tribute through 
constant propaganda to ‘Our Final Goal’ and 
maintaining a parliamentary stance of absolute 
intransigence - Not a man, Not a penny for this 
system" - the daily agitation of the Social 
Democracy was limited to those things which 
"could be expected" within the system. Engels 
outlined a different method. 


The Social Democrats should certainly not 
dream up utopian demands on the existing Bis- 
marck Government. This could only, as with Las- 
salle, paint the existing sordid reality in the 
colours of the society of the future. But even 
the demand for co-operatives could be useful in 
a concrete situation. Even in 1875 he had sug- 
gested that the Lassallean demand for co-opera- 
tives would be admissible as a "subordinate 
transitional measure, one among and alongside of 
many other possible ones" if it were not pres- 
ented as "the universal panacea". 


Now he suggested the demand for agricultu- 
ral co-operatives as a means of "drawing their 
attention (i.e. the rural labourers') to the 
fact that their future calling is the cultiva- 
tion of the estates of their present gracious 
lords for the common account" (21). 


He further explained, in essence, the way 
in which "transitional measures" could be used. 
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able' he agreed, but added, 
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"...objectively practicable, not necessarily 
practicable for the present government. I go 
further, when we suggest socialist measures 
calculated to lead to the overthrow of capit- 
alist production (like this one), then only 
measures which are objectively practicable but 
impossible for this government... This propo- 
sal will not be carried out by any Junker or 
bourgeois government. To show the rural prol- 
etariat of the eastern provinces the way to 
end Junker and Tenant exploitation; to put the 
means to do this in their hands; to set in 
motion the very people whose enslavement and 
stultification produces the regiments which 
are the foundation of Prussia; in short, to 
destroy Prussia from within at the root - they 
certainly wouldn't do that. It is a proposal 
which we must take up under all circumstances 
as long as the large estates exist... With 

this alone can we destroy Prussia, and the 
sooner we popularise the proposal the better" 
(22). 


The party had seemed to stagger badly after 

the passage of the Anti-Socialist Laws but by 

the mid '80s things stood on a much firmer 

basis. In the Reichstag elections of 1884 the 
party gained 550,000 votes (9.7% of the total). 
Engels was enthusiastic, pointing out that mass 
working class movements, as opposed to secret 
societies, had never before resisted oppression. 





August Bebel 


Everywhere the German workers learned to rebuild 


the party organisations often behind a variety 
of legal fronts, gynmastic societies, singing 
clubs etc, Nine thousand copies of 'Sotzial 


Demokrat' per issue were smuggled into Germany - 


often using the Imperial Mails, by Julius 
Motteller who became known as 'the Red 
Postmaster’, 


The party made full use of the Reichstag 
elections, the one loophole in Bismarck's rep- 
ressive apparatus. Bismarck had said that if he 
did not want any chickens then he would have to 
smash all the eggs; by the late 1880s the eggs 
were hatching out all over Germany. The Hamburg 
organisation alone had between 5,000 and 6,000 
members. It is hardly surprising that electoral 


work became known as the tried and tested tactic 


to thousands of party activists. 


Engels was not naively elated at the growth 
of the Social Democrats. He recognised that the 
immediate period ahead was one of massive ex- 
pansion of German industry and with it the pro- 
letariat. But neither could he ignore the par- 
allel growth of militarism - hence his repeated 
eagerness for the Social Democrats to penetrate 
the recruiting grounds of "The King of Prussia's 
regiments", The Franco-Prussian War had a dual 
consequence which. Marx and Engels realised:- the 
passage of the leading role in the International 
working class movement to the Germans, and the 
possibility of a future war of catastrophic 
proportions. The seizure of Alsace-Lorraine made 
certain a Franco-Russian alliance against Ger- 
many and a 'world war' would follow unless there 
was a revolution in Russia. The consequences of 
the war would be incredible - "chauvinism would 
swamp everything" - though he did not believe 
the existing order could last more than three 
years of protracted war. 


However Engels was convinced that ten more 
years of peace would see the Social Democrats in 
such a powerful position that the seizure of 
power would be on the order of the day. He thus 
envisaged two basic revolutionary Situations, 
one arising out of the exhaustion of a devasta- 
ting war; the other the product of a clash bet- 
ween the bourgeois and petit-bourgeois parties 
and the military Junker regime which would open 
the road to the Social Democrats. 


In the late 1880s the Bismarck 'dictator- 
ship' was clearly in a process of dissolution. 
What is more, German society was experiencing 
the accumulated effects of twenty years of ind- 
ustrial expansion - a chronic housing shortage, 
appalling working conditions and low wages (many 
of the trade unions had been dissolved under the 
Anti-Socialist Laws). A massive miners' strike 
exploded in the autumn of 1888 involving 120,000 
workers in the Ruhr. An economic upswing which 
lasted from 1888 to 1891 tripled the number of 
workers in the unions under Social Democratic 
influence - a parallel to the Docks Strike and 
New Unionism in Britain. On January 25th 1890, 
the Catholic Party, the Liberals and the Social 
Democrats in the Reichstag combined to reject 
Bismarck's request for the renewal of the 
Anti-Socialist Law. 


The new Kaiser, Wilhelm II announced his 
support of extended labour legislation - against 
Bismarck's express advice on February 4th, and 
on the 20th Germany went to the polls. The res- 
ults were shattering for the Iron Chancellor. 
The SPD doubled its strength with 1,427,298 
votes (nearly 20% of the vote) giving them 35 
Reichstag deputies. Bismarck tried to force 
Wilhelm's hand for further and more Savage rep- 
ression with his familiar offer to resign. To 
his astonishment the Kaiser accepted it. The 
Bismarck era was over and on September 20th the 
Anti-Socialist Law lapsed. There were massive 
celebrations all over Germany. 


There were events that in retrospect can be 
seen as ill omens. Firstly Bebel and the party 
stood aside from the Ruhr miners' strike,‘ advi- 
sing caution and to vote for Social Democracy. 
Secondly the International Congress in Paris in 
1889 had called for strike action on lst May 1890, 


Despite, or indeed, because of tremendous mass 
enthusiasm for action Bebel and the executive 
called off the strike and with the British Trade 
Unionists celebrated May Day on the following 
Sunday. Engels, ruefully, endorsed the decision. 


The Erfurt Programme 


In 1890, a triumphal year for Social Demo- 
cracy, these events must have seemed like spots 
on the sun. We cannot smugly pass judgement on 
Engels, deciding with the benefit of hindsight 
that he aided and abetted Revisionism - a.prac- 
tice common amongst academic and humanist 
'Marxists'. However we must utilise the light 
which the 1914 collapse casts on Social Democ- 
racy to examine the initial political malforma- 
tion which Engels only faintly perceived. THat 
he did partly perceive it becomes clear from his 
activity at the time of the adoption of the 
Erfurt programme. This period also brings to the 
fore the figure who was to succeed Engels as the 
most widely recognised theoretician of the 
Second International. 


Karl Kautsky, who was to become known as 
'the Pope of Marxism' in the period before 1914, 
was won to Social Democracy by reading Engels' 
Anti-Duhring. He first met Engels in 1881, and 
in January of 1883 began publishing the theor- 
etical journal 'Die Neue Zeit' which became in 
time the most famous journal of its kind in the 
world. In 1887 he published, with Engels' ass- 
istance, 'The Economic Doctrines of Karly Marx', 
a handbook that was to educate two generations 
of party militants. Engels contributed a series 
of articles to the journal which became a major 
weapon in combatting the theoretical eclecticism 
of Social Democracy and obliterating the 
doctrinal vestiges of Lassalleanism. 


The prospect of legality opened up a period 
of profound self-questioning amongst the Social 
Democrats on the subject of the party's strategy 
and tactics. As early as 1887 the Congress held 
at St. Gall in Switzerland had appointed a com- 
mission to revise the party programme, Its mem- 
bers, Ignaz Auer, Wilhelm Liebknecht and August 
Bebel, represented the right, centre and left of 
the party respectively. Engels had to conduct 
something of a conspiracy with Kautsky to get 
Marx's 'Critique of the Gotha Programme’ pub- 
lished. The party leadership were angry at what 
seemed to them unnecessary attacks on the rev- 
ered memory of Lassalle. Engels, however, was 
eager to see the party adopt a consistent revo- 
lutionary strategy, to see its transition to 
Communism. He recommended the party leaders to 
take Warx's "Introduction to the Programme of 
the French Workers' Party" published in 1880, as 
a guide. 
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This introduction was in fact a state- 
ment of communist aims, to be attached to a 
‘minimum programme of demands. These demands 
themselves were based on winning or extending a 
series of democratic rights, the 8-hour day, 
equal pay for men and women, a progressive 
income tax and the universal arming of the 
people. However, the formal division of the 
programme did not have, for Marx and Engels, the 
significance it was later to assume, that is the 
divorce of the immediate aims from the communist 
goal. It did, however, represent their belief 
that the tasks facing the proletariat were org- 
anisation and preparation IN STRUGGLE for the 
assault on the bourgeois order. In different 
countries different obstacles confronted the 
organised workers. For example, in France and 
the USA, conservative bourgeois republics exis- 
ted. Assaults had to be launched at the bour- 
geois bastions within them - the standing army, 
the independent power of the chief executive, 
the bureaucracy and the unelected, or indirectly 
elected elements in the legislature. In Germany 
the immediate tasks were different. Political 
power was not directly in the hands of the 
bourgeoisie. The Reichstag, despite its election 
by manhood suffrage, had no control over the 
executive or over the Emperor who ruled through 
a camarilla of princes, generals, landowner- 
politicians and big bankers. 


In this sort of state the struggle for bour- 
geois-democratic rights stood to the fore. When 
Social-Democracy re-conquered legality the cru- 
cial questiuon was how to use it, and to what 
ends. It is in this light that the discussion of 
the Party Programme assumes a tremendous 
importance. 


Liebknecht was the first to produce a draft 
of the new programme. Engels wrote a critique of 
it, hailing it as having broken with the major 
inadequacies dating from the Gotha Programme, 
"both the specifically Lassallean and vulgar 
socialistic". He welcomed its adherence to 
"present day science". Many of the specific 
drafting criticisms Engels made were incorpor- 
ated in the final version. It is worth looking 
at those which were not. 


Firstly, Engels suggested that the sentence 
which links the preamble to the demands should 
say: "Social Democracy fights for all demands 
which help it approach this goal" or, "even 
better, say directly what it is all about, i.e 
that it is necessary to catch up with what the 
bourgeoisie has missed." Instead, the final 
draft has: "Setting out from these principles 
the Social Democratic Party demands immedi- 
ately...". This formulation stresses the sepa- 
ration of the demands from the goal and retreats 
some distance from pointing up the party's 
struggle against the state structure of 
Willhemine Germany. 


The most telling criticism Engels made was 
closely related to this very point: 

'It is an obvious absurdity to wish to 
‘transform all the instruments of labour into 
common property' on the basis of this (i.e. the 
contemporary German) constitution", This central 
fact had to be tackled because of the 
"opportunism that is gaining ground in the 
Social Democratic Press". Not only would the 
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general struggle for Socialism within capitalist 
society "necessarily outgrow the old social 
order ...burst this old shell by force", but 
Engels continued, "in Germany in addition it 
will have to smash the fetters of the still 
absolutist and moreover, indescribably confused 
political order" (23). 


Engels conceded that it might be advisable 
to not call explicitly for a Republic in the 
programme, but he insisted it was necessary to 
demand, "the concentration of all political 
power in the hands of the peoples’ 
representatives ...complete self-government in 
the provinces, districts and communes through 
officials elected by universal suffrage. The 
abolition of all local and provincial 
authorities appointed by the state." In other 
words, all the key elements of a Unified 
Republic. 


Engels spelt out the consequences of not 
raising such demands: 

"In the long run such a policy can only lead 
ones' own party astray. They push general 
abstract political questions into the fore- 
ground, thereby concealing the immediate, 
concrete questions, which, at the moment of 
the first great events, the first political 
crisis automatically pose themselves. What can 
result from this except that at the decisive 
moment the party suddenly proves helpless, and 
that uncertainty and discord on the most 
decisive issues reign in it because these 
issues have never been discussed?" (24) 


The final draft was written by Kautsky and 
Bernstein, the former dealt with the maximum 
programme and the latter with the immediate 
demands. The maximum programme made no direct 
reference to the Dictatorship of the Proletariat 

- a concession to opportunism according to 
Plekhanov. Instead it simply said: "It (the 

working class) cannot effect the passing of the 
means of production into the ownership of the 
community without acquiring political power". 


In Kautsky's commentary on the Erfurt Pro- 
gramme it is baldly stated that the working 
class will "make use of its mastery over the 
machinery of government to introduce the socia- 
list system of production" (25). 


In the same work Kautsky widened the gap 
between the immediate demands of the party and 
its goal: "The Social Democratic Party can make 
positive propositions only for the existing 
social order." 


Whilst true against utopianism it was fatally 
one-sided. Kautsky later recalled his rejection 
of the suggestion that "measures of transition" 
should constitute a section of the prograinme: 
"When, more than ten years ago, the German 
Social Democracy proposed to include in its 
prograinme demands for such measures as would 
accelerate the transformation from a capitalist 
to a socialist manner of production, I opposed 
this because I maintained that the party could 
mot lay out a definite road for conditions of 
which we can only have a dim presentiment and 
which may easily surprise us with much that is 
wholly unexpected" (26). 


Wilhelm Liebknecht 





The Erfurt Programme thus covered over a 
disjuncture between principles and tactics and 
at the Erfurt Congress the first far-ranging 
discussion on the latter accompanied the prog- 
rammatic debate. During the period of the Anti- 
Socialist Laws the party had been left one 
loop-hole, electioneering. Thus, organising for 
elections, and the propaganda work associated 
with them, had become the central tactic for the 
party. Its leadership had become the Reichstag 
Fraktion, although the editorial board of 
Sotzial Demokrat, in alliance with the Bebel 
wing of the Reichstag deputies, gradually 
achieved an ascendancy. The outstanding success 
of the electoral work strengthened it as "the 
tried and tested tactic". Bebel's attitude is 
well summed up in a speech he made to the party 
Congress in 1887: "At no time has there existed 
a doubt among the party comrades that the power 
of the Social Democratic Party rests fundament- 
ally upon parliamentary activity and its parti- 
cipation in the elections. Thus, it is not the 
participation in elections which harms the 
party, but only the over-estimation of parliam- 
entarism which is dangerous. Whoever believes 
that the final goals of socialism can be reached 
by the existing parliamentary-constitutional 
road either does not know its goals or is an 
imposter" (27). 


At the Erfurt Congress there appeared a 
fraction known as the "Jungen" (Young ones) - 
composed of young intellectuals like Paul Ernst 
and Max Schippel and skilled workers such as 
Willhelm Werner and Karl Wilderberger. Though 
not opposed to parliamentary work per se they 
condemned the "success mongering parliamentary 
direction of present Social Democracy". They 
had, however, little but negative criticism to 
offer - certainly they had no programmatic or 
tactical alternatives. Engels supported Bebe! 
who crushed them decisively, expelling Werner 
and Wilderberger at Erfurt. Liebknecht's con- 
tributions to the attack on the "Jungen"™ indic- 
ate the developing tactical impasse of Socia! 
Democracy: 








"I hold, we all hold, that the centre 
of gravity for our party's activity is not to be 
found in the Reichstag, but outside it, and that 
our activity in the Reichstag, as long as we do 
not have a decisive influence there, should have 
propaganda chiefly in view... If we had as many 
votes, and as much force behind us as the bour- 
geois parties have, the Reichstag would be as 
little unfruitful for us ‘as it now is for 
them... To say this is not to maintain that 
every question can be solved by legislation; but 
let someone show me any other road that leads to 
the goal! The essence of revolutionism lies not 
in the means but the end" (28). 


This splitting of ends and means was the 
seed of the collapse of Social-Democracy. At 
Erfurt the party failed to re-orient itself 
tactically. Already the right-wing, led by Georg 
Von Vollmar, were proposing the abandonment of 
the 'propagandist' use of the Reichstag in fav- 
our of electoral pacts with the Liberals, 
special reformist programmes for the medium- 
sized peasant proprietors of Southern Germany; 
voting for the Budget in certain states where 
Liberals might offer social reforms in exchange. 
Engels obvserved: "...this fellow is more dan- 
gerous than the former (Jungen) group". All in 
all, however, Engels was satisfied with Erfurt. 


Not only that, he supported and defended the 
Bebel leadership's tactics for the next four 
years. When, in the same year, Marx's French 
son-in-law had criticised the Germans as 
'flabby' and 'hesitant' because they again 
backed off from the May Day strike, Engels 
replied, 
"The German Socialists' best demonstration is 
their existence and their slow, steady, irre- 
sistible progress. We are still far from being 
able to withstand an open fight, and we have 
the duty, in relation to the whole of Europe 
and America, of not suffering a defeat, but of 
winning, when the time comes, the first great 
battle" (29). 


Engels supported Bebel vigorously against 
the Right - in the debate over Agrarian policy, 
against Bernstein who, in 1893, advocated a deal 
with the Liberals in the Prussian Landtag elec- 
tions, but also against "left" attempts to alter 
the party's tactics. Why? Not because Engels had 
become convinced that the Junker-Capitalist 
Reich would drop like a ripe plum into the hands 
of the calmly waiting Social-Democracy. He had a 
very different perspective. On an international 
scale, Engels still held the view that a 
Franco-Russian conflict with Germany was poss- 
ible, indeed inevitable, unless revolution eru- 
ted in Russia. In the event of a revived Bona- 
partist regime in France - and this threat 
appeared very real throughout the 1890s from the 
time of the movement around General Boulanger to 
the Dreyfus incident - Engels believed that a 
combined attack on Germany was likely. In these 
circumstances Engels saw the task of Social 
Democracy as winning the leadership of the 
movement of resistance to these reactionary 


forces which would attempt to dismember Germany, 


This was predicated on the belief that the 
Hohenzollern regime would rapidly prove itself 
incapable of leading such a resistance. When 
this became clear the Social Democrats should 
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seize power and lead a war of national resist- 
ance. Domestically, Engels still worked on the 
assumption that the German bourgeoisie would be 
forced into sharp collision with the Hohenzoll- 
erns and Junkers should the latter move against 
the Social Democrats, that is if they attempted 
a 'Royal Coup d'Etat' to halt the growth and 
organisation of the workers. 


Engels saw the legality of the early 1890s 
as a short breathing space in which to win over 
the mass of the workers and the rural proletar- 
ians and, a theme he frequently stressed, to 
penetrate the Prussian Army, undermine it from 
within so that soldiers would revolt if ordered 
to fight the workers. Parliamentary work was 
thus, for Engels, temporarily central and to 
this end he supported Bebel against what he saw 
as semi-anarchist criticisms. At the same time 
he resisted the transformation of this tactic 
into an exclusive strategy for conquering state 
power. In every instance where he supported the 
party leaders his position was, it is clear from 
hindsight, different from theirs - a fact that 
is borne out by their increasingly frequent 
misrepresentations and falsifications of Engels' 
advice. Let us look at certain key examples of 
this. 


The General Strike, which had been the 
subject of great discussion in the early days of 
the workers' movement, had, by the late nine- 
teenth century, become the preserve of certain 
sections of the Anarchists who saw it as the 
sole and sufficient tactic to overthrow capita- 
lism and dissolve the State. The advocates of 
the general strike increased in numbers after 
the Belgian General Strike of 1893, in which 
over 300,000 workers had responded to the Labour 
Party's strike call. The strike resulted in im- 
portant concessions being granted by a divided 
and uncertain ruling class. A discussion on the 
question of the General Strike ensued in which 
Engels again supported the SPD leaders. In later 
years Engels' authority was to be cited against 
the advocates of the mass strike tactic. Yet, if 
one looks closely at Engels' criticism, it is 
far from being a blanket rejection of the 
general strike, 


Writing to Kautsky, he linked this tactic to the 

question of armed insurrection: 
"You yourself remark that the barricades have 
become antiquated (they may, however, prove 
useful again should the army turn one-third or 
two-fifths socialist and the qustion arise of 
providing it with the opportunity to turn its 
bayonets) but the political strike must either 
prove victorious immediately, by the threat 
alone (as in Belgium where the army was shaky) 
or it must end in a collossal fisaco or, fin- 
ally, lead directly to the barricades" (39), 


Here Engels puts his finger on the most 
important feature of the general strike - its 
political nature. Other than in exceptional 
cases, where the ruling class is unusually weak 
or divided and where the strike's objectives are 
limited, the general strike poses the question 
of political power and, therefore, must lead on 
to the armed insurrection (barricades). Engels' 
own opposition to the semi-anarchist proponents 





of the general strike is thus clearly a revolu- 
tionary opposition. Yet his authority was inc- 
reasingly misused. The most famous case of such 
misuse. was the way in which the party leaders 
censored Engels’ preface to Marx's "Class 
Struggles in France". 


In it Engels observed that military devel- 
opments, the precursors of the modern imachine- 
gun and street planning, had made barricade 
fighting impossible in its traditional role as 
the initial act of the revolution - as in 1848. 
At the same time he re-emphasised participation 
in parliamentary activity as an essential way to 


mobilise and educate the working class. However, 


he added warnings that this tactic was not an 
absolute or good for all time. These warnings 
were deleted, without his permission, from the 
printed version - a censorship not fully disco- 
vered until the 1920s. Engels himself protested 
vigorously to Kautsky. 


"To iny astonishment I see in VORWARTS today an 


extract of my Introduction, printed withou my 
prior consent and trimmed in such a fashion 
that I appear as a peaceful worshipper of 
legality at any price” (31). 


Engels wrote to Lafargue in Paris at the same 

time, making his position clear: 
"Liebknecht has taken from my Introduction 
everything that could serve him to defend the 
tactics of peace at any price and of opposi- 
tion to force and violence, which it has 
pleased him for some time now to preach... I 
am advising these tactics only for Germany of 
today and even then with an important proviso. 
In France, Belgium, Italy and Austria, these 
tactics could not be followed in their 
entirety and in Germany they may become 
inapplicable tomorrow" (32). 


In a letter to Richard Fischer, Engels 
protested even more vigorously against "legality 
at any price" and against being law-abiding as a 
moral compulsion. The SPD's observance of the 
laws of Willhelmine Germany, he stressed, was a 
matter of COERCION and tactical convenience. 
When the people had enough power they would 
break these laws. 


Within three months Engels ; 
whole matter remained hidden. SPRANG POG: the 
Even Rosa Luxemburg was unaware of it when, 
in 1919 she was presenting a new programme to 
the founding conference of the German Communist 
Party (KPD). Luxemburg had been a student in 
Zurich at the time of Erfurt and was in sympa- 
thetic contact with the oppositionist currents 
in the SPD. Later, she recalled those years as 
central to understand Social Democracy's turn 
away from the revolutionary road. 
"The parliamentary struggle was counterposed 
to direct revolutionary action by the prolet- 
ariat and the former was indicated as the only 
practicable way of carrying the class strug- 
gle, parliamentarism and nothing but parliam- 
entarism was the logical sequel of this crit- 
icism. It was characteristic of the party 
conditions at that time that the socialist 
parliamentarians should have the decisive word 
alike in theory and practice. 


They assured Engels that it was absolutely 
essential to safeguard the German Labour 
Movement from a lapse into anarchism and in 
this way constrained him to write in the tone 
they wanted. The upshot of this change was 
that at every annual congress the energetic 
protests of the left wing against a purely 
parliamentarist policy, its urgent warnings 
against the sterility and danger of such a 
policy, were stigmatised as anarchism, anar- 
chising socialism, or at least anti-Marxism" 
(33). 


In conclusion it must be asked, what resp- 
onsibility did Engels have for the development 
of the SPD's "passive radicalism"? Was he some 
sort of precursor of Kautsky? Many modern 
commentators have thought so. 


The most sophisticated version of this 
approach is that contained in Lucio Colleti's 
essay, "Bernstein and the Marxism of the Second 
International" in which Engels' political posi- 
tion is defined as: "...by no means yet revis- 
ionisn. But if it is not revisionisn, it is, 
nonetheless, its unconscious preamble and prep- 
aration", 





This approach is not new. During the 
First World War voices were heard blaming Engels 
for the catastrophe, not in itself surprising 
since the Social Chauvinists were filling the 
pages of their journals with mangled and out of 
context quotes from Engels to justify their 
position. Lenin rejected this approach; in a 
letter to Inessa Armand he wrote: "In my day I 
have seen an awful lot of hasty charges that 
Engels was an opportunist, and my attitude is 
supremely distrustful". 


Lenin's attitude can be summed up as 'Try 
and prove it'. On the issues of 'defence of the 
Fatherland' in 1891, and of Engels' views on the 
Belgian general strike of 1893, Lenin's approach 
was to look at Engels' positions in their conc- 
rete historical setting, in their relationship 
to his positions on other matters, and their 
validity as borne out in the development of 
events. Thus he could conclude that Engels was 
"absolutely right" to advocate defence of Germ- 
any against any combined attack by a restored 
French Bonapartism and the Tsar. The parallel 
with 1914 was invalid, Lenin asserted, because 
"no imperialism existed at all". On the other 
hand he could conclude that Engels might well 
have been wrong about the Belgian general 
strike. Why? Explaining this, Lenin wrote: 


" events in recent times in general and 1905 
definitely, have provided something new about 
general strikes which Engels did not know. 
Engels had been accustomed to hear about the 
general strike only from the empty phrases of 
the anarchists, whom he legitimately hated and 
depised. But, later events have demon- strated 
a new type of mass strike, a political one, 
i.e a particularly non-anarchist one. This new 
feature Engels did not know yet, and could not 
know." 
Lenin likewise rejected the conclusion drawn 
from these 'cases': "Engels was the father of 
passive radicalism? Untrue. Nothing of the kind. 
You will never be able to prove this". 


What Engels did not, and could not do, was 
to fully foresee the passage of world capitalism 
into a new epoch - that of Imperialism - and to 
re-adjust the strategy and tactics of the 
proletariat to deal with this. This task fell to 
a generation of militants who were drawn to 
Marxism in the 1890s - Luxemburg, Lenin, 
K.Liebknecht, Trotsky and others. They were 
aroused to this task by the controversy which 
broke out within a year of Engels' death. 


The Revisionist Controversy 


Scarcely a year elapsed before the Erfurt 
synthesis of theoretical radicalism and 
practical reformism found itself under attack 
from the right wing of the party, principally 
from Eduard Bernstein. Bernstein had spent the 
1890s in London as Engels' closest disciple. 
However, even in Engels' lifetime he had shown a 
liking for the writings of the Fabians - Bland, 
Webb and Shaw. Engels had remarked 
disapprovingly on his 'Fabian enthusiasm’. After 
the old man's death in 1895, Bernstein's 
abandonment of Marxism was rapid, and led to a 
debate which shook the whole International. 


Bernstein opened his attack towards the end 
of 1896 in a series of articles entitled, 
"Problems of Socialism" which appeared in 
Kautsky's theoretical weekly, 'Die Neue Zeit’. 
The first article, 'Utopianism and Eclecticism' 
attacked the Marxists for allowing their polit- 
ics to be dominated by the idea of a sudden, 

i.e. revolutionary, transition to socialism. In 
following articles he attacked Marx's theory of 
capitalist crisis, maintaining that capitalism 

was becoming more stable. He argued for a policy 
dominated by the struggle for meaningful ref- 
orms, a cessation of opposition to all actions 

of the existing state and, in particular, 
resistance to the colonial policy. 


Belfort Bax, the most frequent contributor 
from Britain to 'Die Neue Zeit', had been enga- 
ged in a theoretical debate of some bitterness 
with Karl Kautsky on the question of Ethics, a 
subject on which he had written a good deal in 
both English and continental journals. Kautsky 
acidly wrote to Adler in November 1896: "Though 
I have little in common with the Fabians theor- 
etically, they are yet more attractive to me 
than Hyndman and Bax, with their utopianisn 
concealed behind Marxist phraseology. The 
Fabians have damaged our movement in England 


-much less by their criticism of superficial 


Marxism than Bax and Hyndman have by having 
compromised Marxism." Bax, supported by Hyndman, 
had been arguing for the autonomy of ethics from 
economic determinism and as an important causal 


factor in men's actions. Heavily influenced in 


this by Kant, he was, as it happens, closer to 
Bernstein than to Kautsky. 


However, Bernstein's conclusions were dia- 
metrically opposite to those of Bax and when he 
went on to attack socialism as an end to which 
immediate tactics must lead and be subordinate, 
Bax attacked him. It was Bax's attack, the first 
in what was to be a long battle which raged 
throughout all the European parties and drew in 
nearly all the distinguished figures of the 
period, which really provoked Bernstein into 
coming out into the open. Bax censured Bernstein 
for ignoring the final goal of socialism, part- 
icularly with regard to the latter's acceptance 
of Imperialism. Bernstein, stung by the sharp- 
ness of the attack replied, in words which were 
to dog him in the years to come: 


'l confess openly, I have extraordinarily 

little interest or taste for what is generally 
called the final goal of socialism. This aim, 
whatever it be, is nothing to me, the movement 
everything. And by movement I understand not 
only the general movement of society, that is 
social progress, but political and economic 
agitation and organisation for affecting this 
progress". 


This article, "The Theory of Collapse and 
Colonial Policy" repeated Kautsky's sneer at 
Bax's "utopianism". Kautsky himself remained 
silent, indeed when questioned he said he reg- 
arded Bernstein's case with the utmost sympathy. 
'Vorvarts', the SPD daily referred to the 
articles as "stimulating observations". 
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Bax returned to the attack: in ‘Justice’, 
the Social Democratic Federation paper he accu- 
sed Bernstein of "trying to show Marx in the 
light of the Fabian ass in the lion's skin of 
Social-Democracy". He mounted a full attack in 
an article published in 'Die Neue Zeit' on the 


2ist of December 1897, a month after the opening 


of Bernstein's second series of articles. Bax's 
article, "Kolonialpolitik Und Chauvinisnus" took 
up Bernstein on his attitude to Imperialism, — 
repeating the arguments of Bax's earlier 
onslaughts on the dangers to socialism of a 
nationalist outlook. "What Herr Bernstein writes 
and says, the Liberals also say, only in 
slightly different words". To the accusation of 
utopianism Bax replied: 
"In conclusion I will only stress that, far as 
I am from the tendency of the anti-parlia- 
mentary socialists, though the final goal 
without the movement sounds mere self-indul- 
gence to me, I nevertheless stress (and that 
is my offence in Bernstein's eyes) that the 
socialism of the present can progress only if 
it remains constant to its final goal, the 
Communist society of the future". 


Bax fought Bernstein alone for nearly a 


year. Kautsky and the German leaders maintained 


an indifferent, or even hostile, silence. Since 
1891 they had been moving further to the right 
themselves and had just won the final battle 
with the Anarchists and left socialists. The 
Bernstein debate was highly unwelcome to them 
and once again disturbed the ‘balance’ in their 
expanding party - that 'Erfurt' approach which 
was summed up by Bebel's words: "The bourgeois 
society is working so forcefully towards its own 
downfall that we have only to wait for the 


moment to pick up the power that drops from its 


hands" (34). 


However the opposition then spread to their 


own party and became more sophisticated. 
Alexander Helphand (Parvus), editor of the 
'Sachische Arbeiterzeitung' opened up a fierce 
series of denunciations under the title, 
"Bernstein's Overthrow of Socialism" between 


January and March 1898. Amazed at the silence of 


the party leaders, Georg Plekhanov, the father 
of Russian Marxism, joined battle in an article 
in 'Die Neue Zeit' in July 1898 entitled 

‘Bernstein and Materialism’. Kautsky called for 
a moratorium and invited Bernstein to collect 
his views in a book and this he agreed to do. 


The Stuttgart Party Congress in October 
brought the whole matter into the open. A new 
left was now openly in process of formation 
consisting of Parvus, Luxemburg, Bruno 
Schonrank, Clara Zetkin and Plekhanov, the last 
being present at the Congress as an observer. 
Luxemburg's two speeches signalled the new 
revolutionary approach. Referring to Bernstein's 
celebrated reply to Bax, she countered: 

"On the contrary, the movement as such, 
without regard to the final aim, is nothing, 
but the final aim is everything for us." 


Bebel, W.Liebknecht and Kautsky still did 
not come out with an open criticism of Berns- 
tein, they reserved their reproofs for the 
'tone' of the left's polemics. They hoped it 
would blow over, but the battle, both in their 
_own party and in the International, was only in 
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its earliest stages. Though formally settled at 
SPD Congresses in 1899 and 1900 and at the Int- 
ernational Congresses of 1900 and 1904, though 
solemnly exorcised by Kautskyan orthodoxy, the 
debate continued. It had opened up the contra- 
dictions within German Social Democracy, though 
few could see it. Lines had been drawn and 
though many of the protagonists were to cross 
them, they were, at root, the lines of cleavage 
of the period 1914-1920. 


Although Bax, Plekhanov and Parvus were to 
find themselves amongst the chauvinists of 1914; 
although Bernstein was to find his place among 
the pacifists of the Kautskyite centre, both 
sides had taught important lessons to others who 
were more willing to carry them to their logical 
conclusion. 


Parvus, a creative though erratic Marxist, 
did not limit himself to a negative or ‘ortho- 
dox' criticism of Bernstein. Already in 1895-6 
he had taken up the question that Engels had 
been concerned with but left unsolved - what 
tactics to employ in the event of a reactionary 
onslaught on the legality won in 1890-91. Parvus 
published in 'Die Neue Zeit' a series of 
articles entitled 'The Coup d'Etat and the Pol- 
itical Mass Strike'. In these articles he exam- 
ined the willingness of the workers to use the 
political mass strike in Belgium and the fight 
for the eight hour day. He thus raised in a 
Marxist manner the use of the new mass trade 
unions for political struggle. By 1901 Parvus 
had come to the conclusion that: "Only a revis- 
ion to the left of our party principles is now 
possible in the sense of extension of political 
activity; of the intensification of social 
revolutionary energy - of a bold endeavour and 
will, and not of fearful reserved softness." 


We have seen how Marx and Engels 
elaborated and themselves amended and developed 
a scientific communist programme. This 
prograinme, and the tactics associated with it, 
were based on an understanding of expanding 
capitalism - of capitalism in the process of 
creating a world market, of obliterating 
pre-capitalist modes of production and the 
political structures based upon them, above all, 
creating its own gravedigger, the modern 
proletariat. 


Marx and Engels' life work was to actively 
intervene in the growth of real mass 
organisations of the proletariat, trades unions 
and political parties, and to win them to the 
communist programme. This necessitated 
irreconcilable ideological struggle with all 
confusionists, whether sectarians or 
opportunists, no matter how successful or 
popular they might be in the working class 
organisations. Their criticism was sharp and 
unsparing when it came to all questions of 
strategy and tactics, having nothing.in common 
with the view, widely propagated by centrists in 
all periods, and to-day by the USFI groups and 
SWP/SWM, that this polemic is "sectarian", On 
the other hand, towards every real step forwarc 
of the working class they showed the greatest 
care and patience. 





The last period of their lives was spent in 
aiding the politcal development of the first 
permanent workers" party, the German Social 
Democracy. Again their criticisms of the leaders 
were often harsh. Yet till their deaths they saw 
this party as on the road to communism, In 
hindsight we can see that from at least 1890 
this forward movement had begun to falter. The 
tactics which had been adopted in certain 
circumstances and only for a period had started 
to assify and corrode the revolutionary 
programme. The leaders, Bebel, W.Liebknecht and 
Kautsky had only partially grasped the doctrine 
of the two ‘old men'. Most essentially the 
question of the State and the Dictatorship of 
the Proletariat was seriously misunderstood by 
them. 


Moreover, Marx and Engels' active 
conception of tactics, which is intimately 
related to mobilising the workers in any given 
political situation for the onslaught on the 
ruling class, was increasingly replaced by a 
fetishism of organisational growth and a passive 
waiting for the collapse of capitalism which, in 
the context of the expansion due to Imperialism, 
seemed indefinitely delayed. These leaders, 
above all their ideologue Kautsky, separated 
Marxist principles from day to day tactics. The 
former they could, at best, defend as a barren 
orthodoxy. 


They could repeat a pruned and 
amended version of Engels' later writings, but 
they could not use his method either to 
redevelop a programme that took account of the 
changed circumstances - Imperialism - or to 
develop new tactics to meet its challenge. 


When a new period of stormy class struggle 
developed in the opening years of the new 
century the official leaders of Social-Democracy 
could neither learn from the spontaneous 
struggles of the proletariat, nor offer to the 
vanguard the programme and tactics they had 
inherited from Marx and Engels. This task fell 
to the younger generation who had been schooled 
in struggle, alongside the Orthodox, against the 
open Revisionists. Parvus, Lenin, Luxemburg and 
Trotsky believed initially that they were 
defending orthodoxy. Yet they were doing more 
than this. 


By grappling with the key questions of the 
battle-tactics of the new period, the analysis 
of Imperialism and the question of the mass 
strike; developing a strategy for relating the 
bourgeois revolution to the proletarian in 
backward countries; discovering in practice how 
to build a comabat party in conditions of 
illegality or semi-legality - they were laying 
the basis for a communist programme for the 
Imperialist epoch. They were re-discovering the 
method which had guided the work of the 
co-founders of scientific socialism. 
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BOLSH EVISM versus 





BOYCOTTISM 


There are a number of good reasons for 
considering the tactics of revolutionary Warxism 
im relation to parliaments, elections and the 
boycott tactic at the present time in Ireland. 

Firstly there is the growing political 
mstability in the South which has led to two 
elections within the short space of nine months 
after which the precariously balanced rule of 


HYaughey may yet force him to call more elections 


im a desperate attempt to create the majority he 
needs to make the Irish working class pay for 
the bosses' crisis. 


In the North too the question of elections 
and 'boycott' has been posed by Prior's Assembly 
and the British Tories’ perspective of the 
‘rolling devolution' of political power to a 
stable Unionist bourgeois enclave. 


In this context, Sinn Fein, while not 
saving abandoned their 77-year old position of 
abstention from Westminster, Stormont or the 
Dublin Dail, has quite rapidly become involved 
im running candidates in elections for all three 
arenas. Initially candidates were run only in 
the context of the hunger strike as prisoner-- 
candidates or H-Block candidates, although the 
sponsorship and control in selecting such can- 
didates was largely in the hands of Sinn Fein. 
Now, in the context of the Prior initiative, 
there are twelve Sinn Fein candidates running in 
7 out of the 12 constituencies where the inten- 
tion is to substantially dent the SDLP claim to 
the 'Nationalist' vote. 


These developments make it necessary to 
explain the revolutionary communist attitude to 
elections and boycott tactics with particular 
reference to the concrete conditions in Ireland. 
In what follows, therefore, we will concentrate 
on the issue as it is concretely posed. We will 
deal with the origins and purpose of the boycott 
tactic and its application by Lenin and Trotsky. 
In doing so it is vital to distinguish between 
this Bolshevik tactic, geared for certain con- 
ditions, and the TACTICAL LINE of Irish Repub- 
licanisn - "abstentionism". It is also necessary 
to explain the attitude of Marxists when they do 
use parliaments. There is a revolutionary way of 
using elections and seats in even the most 
reactionary of bourgeois assemblies. Likewise 


the most ardent 'boycotters' are by no means the 


most ardent Bolsheviks. Once we have outlined 
the Leninist-Trotskyist approach to elections, 
parliaments and boycotts it will be clear that 


both the LWR and the PD display opportunism both 


in relation to the use of elections and the use 
of boycotts and "abstentionism". 


Finally, and most important from the point 
of view of the struggle to re-elaborate the 
Marxist transitional programme, strategy and 
tactics for the present period, the Irish 
sections of the two international claimants to 
the banner of Trotskyism have recently put 
forward their attitude on the question of elec- 
tions and boycotts. In 'Workers Republic’ the 
LWR published a contribution from P.Healy on the 
"Marxist" apporach to "abstentionism". It is, as 
we shall see later, a good example of the 
CENTRIST method of the LWR, Irish section of the 
International Committee for the Reconstruction 
of the Fourth International (ICRFI). Meanwhile 
the Peoples Democracy, Irish section of the 
United Secretariat of the Fourth International 
(USFI), have been expounding on the question of 
a boycott, in this case of Prior's Assembly. PD, 
also claiming the mantle of Trotskyism, do not 
go as far as the LWR in trying to square their 
own practice with that of Lenin and Trotsky, 
preferring instead to bungle on empirically 
without a thought for theory, principles or 
programme. 


In the struggle to develop Revolutionary 
'Social Democracy’, i.e. Bolshevism, in 
pre-revolutionary Russia, in the fight for a new 
Communist International after 1917 and in 
Trotsky's struggle in the Left Opposition in the 
late twenties and early thirties to regenerate 
the Comintern, valuable experience was built up 
in relation to elections and boycotts as in many 
key areas of marxist theory and practice. 


The crucial examples from the first period 
relate to the tactics of the Bolsheviks in the 
Tsarist Parliaments, the Dumas. In the Comin- 
tern's early period it had to criticise "ultra- 
left" mistakes made in Italy and Germany, 
mistakes which ultimately contributed to defeat 
at the nands of Fascism. The question of the 
boycott was later posed for Trotsky after the 
fall of Priino de Rivera's dictatorship in Spain 
in 1930-31. In the present context the experi- 
ence of the Bolsheviks with the Duma and 
Trotsky's conclusions on Spain are the most 
relevant, for whatever about the occasional 
ultra-leftist turns that all opportunist groups 
such as PD or the LWR or SWM make, their history 
and record involve the continual adaptation to 
rightward tendencies such as unprincipled elec- 
toralism or tailing Republicanism, 








Lenin and the Dumas 


In June 1907, prior to the elections to the 
Third Russian Duma, or parliament, Lenin wrote, 
in an article advising against a boycott: 

The boycott is not a line of tactics but a 
special means of struggle suitable under 
special conditions ... As everyone knows, our 


LINE OF TACTICS differend essentially from the 


Menshevik line, both in the elections to the 


second Duma, when we were NOT boycottists, and 


in the Second Duma itself. (Against Boycott, 
CW 13, p43.) 


Thus, before considering whether or not the 
boycott is judged to be the appropriate tactic 
at a given time, it is first necessary that the 
key question of mobilising the working class and 
oppressed masses is put at the centre and that 
the strategic goal of class power for the prol- 
etariat guides the day-to-day orientation of the 
Party and the working class. Although the tact- 
ics of Lenin changed on the issue of whether to 
boycott, this strategic, revolutionary 

orientation did not. 


Lenin called for a boycott of the proposed 
"consultative" Duma of Count Bulygin the Tsarist 
Minister of the Interior. Its regulations were 
published by the Tsarist Government in August 
1905 but it never convened due to the revol- 
ution. Lenin was also for a boycott of the Duma 
of Prime Minister Witte, first mooted in October 
1905 as a "legislative" Duma, whose regulations 





40 


were issued in December 1905 at the height of 
the revolutionary upswing, and which became the 
First Duma, assembling in March 1906. Although 
this position differentiated Lenin from the 
anti-boycott position of the Mensheviks, it was 
not the only crucial factor. For even when, 
after the Unity Congress of Russian Social Dem- 
ocracy in 1906, it was decided that the Party 
would contest the elections to the Second Duma, 
there was a disagreement between Lenin _ 

and the Mensheviks (under Axelrod) over the 
strategy that was to dictate the "line of 
tactics" in the elections and Duma. The Leninist 
line of tactics flowed from adhering to the goal 
of completely smashing the old regime by 
revolutionary means, with the proletariat 

leading the many-millioned masses of oppressed 
peasants. The Menshevik line flowed from a 
stageist conception of a bourgeois-democratic 
parliament as a necessary institution in the 
historic process. This in turn led them, at 

every decisive point in the revolution, to 

stifle the class struggle between the proletar- 
iat and the bourgeoisie in the interests of a 
schema of bringing the Liberal bourgeoisie into 
a parliament. In that schema the Social Democ- 
rats would be in opposition even though con- 
cretely that would mean beheading the struggle 
to bring down the Tsar and the landed 
aristocracy. 


THE BOYCOTT OF THE DUMAS 


When Lenin first proposed an active boycott 
of the Bulygin Duma some comrades criticised him 
on the basis that "Marxists never boycott!" 
(Plekhanov) or that boycotts, no matter how 
"active" were still boycotts (Parvus). But this 
kind of argument failed to take into account the 
current objective situation. Lenin never claimed 
that Marxists are boycotters in principle. What 
he did say was that "the conditions for the 
applicability of a boycott should be sought, 
undoubtedly, in the objective state of affairs 
at a given moment" (ibid p.33). Lenin was 
completely opposed to the toy bolshevism of 
calling for a boycott in words but without the 
faintest hope of turning it into real deeds; nor 
was boycott merely active opposition to the sham 
assembly being offered as a sop. Active boycott 
is such only where it is aimed at a major 
struggle against the institutions of class rule 
of the old regime as a whole. 


Boycott is a refusal to recognise the old 
regime, a refusal, of course not in WORDS but 
in deeds, i.e. it is something that finds 
expression not only in cries or slogans of 
organisations, but in a definite movement of 
the MASS OF THE PEOPLE, who systematically 
defy the laws of the old regime, 
systematically set up new institutions, which, 
though unlawful, actually exist, and so on and 
so forth. ...Unless there is a broad 
revolutionary upswing, unless there is mass 
unrest which overflows, as it were the bounds 
of the old legality, there can be no question 
of the boycott succeeding. (Against Boycott, 
CW 13, p25.) 





CLASSIC CASE 





Precisely these conditions did exist in the 
context of the 1905 revolutionary upswing. The 
active boycott of the Bulygin Duma was a 
mecessary and correct slogan of the Bolsheviks, 
Decause it aimed to fight AGAINST all those 
tendencies in the movement which might derail 
the existing revolutionary struggle into the 
cul-de-sac of constitutionalism. In this upswing 
Lenin successfully fought wavering forces 
prepared to be lured into the monarchist 
assembly at this time, such as the Mensheviks. 
In this sense the boycott tactic is crucial in 
Struggling against constitutional illusions at 
times when the revolution needs to be armed for 
the overthrow of the old regime. It must be ' 
combined with slogans to express the struggle 
for power by the proletariat and peasant masses: 
The convocation of a popular constituent 
assembly by a provisional revolutionary 
government, the organisation of an armed 
uprising and a revolutionary army for the 
overthrow of Tsarist rule. (Vol 9 p306.) 


The Bulygin Duma is what may be termed the 


"classic" case of the successful application of 
the principled, revolutionary Warxist boycott 
tactic. Lenin did also argue for the boycott 
tactic in relation to the second "offer" from 
the Tsarist government of a ‘legislative’ Duma 
im October 1905 and for which the terms of 
reference were outlined in December. Even though 
the Tsarist Government had scored a victory in 
December with the suppression of the Petersburg 
Soviet and the jailing of Trotsky and its other 
leaders, Lenin was not prepared to concede that 
this was a decisive victory and he therefore 
held fast to the tactic in the subsequent 
_ months. In March 1906 on the eve of elections to 
the Witte Duma, Lenin argues: 
To put it in a nutshell, either we must admit 
that the democratic revolution is at an end, 
shelve the question of insurrection and take 
the "constitutional" path. Or we recognise 
that the democratic revolution is still in 
progress, make it our primary task to complete 
it, develop and apply in practice the slogan 
of insurrection, proclaim civil war and 
ruthlessly denounce all constitutional 
illusions. 
It is scarcely necessary to tell the 
reader that we are emphatically in favour of 
the LATTER solution... (The Russian Revolution 
and the Tasks of the Proletariat. CW 10 pl45.) 


RAPID ADJUSTMENT 


Lenin was correct to maintain the fight for 
2 boycott of this "latest offer" of a tarted up 
sham Duma in the period when the revolution was 
im the upswing, but, as he later admitted, he 
was wrong for not adjusting his position n the 
changed conditions of the spring of 1906. 
However, he never accepted the Menshevik criti- 
cisms to the effect that the very existence of 
the Duma was enough reason for sitting in it. 
Nor did he later renege on the revolutionary 
optimism he had in that period, i.e. that there 
was no basis for accepting the decisive defeat 
of the revolution. What he did regret was the 
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wrong assumption that continuation of the boy- 

cott tactic in the spring was the best way to 

put the working class and peasantry back on an 

insurrectionary footing. Thus, he later argued: 
It was an error for the Bolsheviks to have 
boycotted the Duma in 1906, It was an error 
because, after the December defeat, in 
particular the smashing of the Soviet in 
December 1905, it was impossible to spurn the 
Duma's tribune for mobilising the 
revolutionary ranks. (Concerning the Boycott 
of the Third Duma, cited in G.Lavery, Marxist 
Review No.6.) 

Thus, it did not just dawn on Lenin in 1920 
to make an unexplained self-criticism about the 
1906 boycott. In fact, the speedy adjustments 
which Lenin made during the short life of the 
Witte Duma (April 27th to July 8th 1906) 
indicate an implicit recognition of the ill- 
effects of the boycott for the Bolsheviks: 

We were obliged to do - and did - everything 
in our power to prevent the convocation of a 
sham representative body. That is so. But 
since it has been convened in spite of all 
our efforts, we canno. shirk the task of 
utilising it. (Unsound Arguments of the 
"Non-Party" Boycotters, CW 11 p8l.) 


USING THE WITTE DUMA 


He succeeded in getting the Mensheviks together 
with the Bolsheviks in the Unity Congress of the 
Russian Social Democrats in April and May 1906 
and, on the basis of this, he was able to get 
the ear of the Menshevik contingent of Deputies 
in the Duma. His articles from this period were 
aimed at guiding the Social Democratic Duma 
deputies and even some of the better elements 
from the Trudovik (based on middle peasants) 
group of deputies, to make them oppose the 
budgetary proposals of the extra-parliamentary 
Tsarist Cabinet and to fight for a Social 
Democratic/Trudovik executive in the Duma. The 
bourgeoisie, through the Liberal Constitutional 
Democrats (the Cadets) were ready with some 
Trudovik help, to turn the Duma into a rubber 
stamp for the Cabinet in order to save their own 
skin from the masses. Although Lenin prescribed 
tactics for the Duma deputies, he was by no 
means accepting that the struggle was now firmly 
in a "parliamentary stage". What concerned him 
was how best to utilise the Duma deputies to 
re-mobilise the masses once again in a mighty 
generalised struggle against the old regime. 
Thus, he sought to POLARISE the forces in the 
Duma between the Social Democratic and 
left-Trudovik groups on one side, and the Cadets 
and landlord-based Octobrist groups on the other 
side, in order to give a political focus to the 
real polarisation in society between the working 
class and peasant masses, and their class 
enemies, the landed aristocracy and Liberal 
bourgeoisie. Only a week before the collapse of 
the Duma he wrote: 


We can and must use this alignment to warn the 
people against the dangerous side of the Cadet 
Duma*, so as to develop the revolutionary 
movement not restricted to the Duma, to Duma 
tactics, to Duma aims etc. (ibid p81l-2.) 


*(so-called because Cadets were inost numerous) 














It is quite evident that this alignment would 
have been brought to a head all the more 
efficiently and with the best possible outcome 
for the proletariat and peasants if their had 
been a contingent, even a small one, of Bolshe- 
vik deputies to lead the struggle in the Duma 
and stiffen the resolve of the wavering Menshe- 
vik Social Democrats and Trudoviks. Such a group 
in the Duma could address the peasantry, whom at 
that time Lenin was desperately fighting to 
mobilise to the side of the conscious and mili- 
tant working class. Such a group could guide a 
struggle with much greater impact than Lenin's 
indirect calls through newspaper articles. It is 
clear from the following that the most vital 
thing about the Duma was its use as a platform 
to call the masses to action: 

Peasants! We are doing all we can for you in 

the Duma. But you must complete the job 

yourselves if you really want the conditions 

in Russia to be different to what they are 

now, even though there is a Duma. (A Bold 

Assault and a Timid Defence, CW 11, p99.) 

The internal dilemmas within the Duma came 

to a head when, after pressure from the left, it 
was decided to issue an "appeal" to the people - 
i.e. the working class and the peasantry and 
urban petit-bourgeoisie. The confused appeal 
bore the stamp of the Cadet Duma group and 
sought to pacify rather than mobilise the 
masses. Nevertheless, the Tsarist Cabinet, in a 
reactionary tirade, denounced the proposed 
statement as "subversive" and promptly dissolved 
the Duma. Though the Government was not yet 
ready to smash the laws under which the Duma was 
convened, it did not - contrary to the same laws 
- commit itself to the election date for a new 
Duma. 


DEVELOPING NEW TACTICS — 


Lenin's subsequent efforts to persuade the 
Bolsheviks to be ready to use the new elections 
and, in principle, to drop the boycott tactic, 
were not a radical break from the tactics he had 
advocated in the course of the First Duma 
sitting. As he said: 


In substance these tactics are the logical 
DEVELOPMENT of the old tactics, but not a 
REPETITION of them. They are a deduction drawn 
from the last boycott but not the boycott 

itself. (The Boycott. CW 11, p148.) 


He explicitly allows for the possibility that if 
the objective conditions change, ice. if there 

is a general. upswing of the revolution, then 
obviously the boycott tactic might be on the 
cards again. In the meantime however Lenin saw 
that the tactics of the Tsarist government in 

not setting the election date were aimed at 
splitting the "incipient uprising". The Govern- 
ment hoped for an opportune moment at which to 
call elections, perhaps under new and more 
restrictive legislation, in order to lure in the 
Mensheviks and Trudoviks and split them off from 
the vanguard sections of the working class who 
looked to the Bolsheviks. Thus, Lenin argued 

that the Bolsheviks must be prepared to go 
through the necessary zig-zag of Duma tactics in 
order to fight to bring the majority of workers 
and peasants into UNITED revolutionary ACTION 
and to fight to dispel constitutional illusions. 
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However, Lenin, far froin wishing to herald 
a "parliamentary stage" by calling for an end 
to the boycott perspective, was developing the 
best tactics for re-mobilising the working 
class, peasantry and the conscript soldiers 
together in a gigantic insurrectionary alliance 
aimed at expropriating the land for the peasantry 
ana establishing a provisional revolutionary 
government based on the organs of rank and file 
struggle in the factories, fields and army 
garrisons, Only-on this basis was Lenin raising 
the slogan of the REVOLUTIONARY Constituent 
Assembly, the election of Judges and Officials 
etc., and the substitution of the armed people 
for the standing army. 


Boycott or no boycott, Lenin consistently 
fought for the strategic programme that he had 
argued in early 1905 in his pamphlet, "Two 
Tactics in Social Democracy" - i.e. for a revo- 
lutionary alliance of the proletariat and peas- 
antry to accomplish the bourgeois democratic 
revolution against Tsardom and feudalism. 
Although the logic of this strategy lead Lenin 
to formulate key political slogans that might in 
fact become realised as the actual dictatorship 
of the proletariat, he continued to argue for 
the "algebraic" slogan of the "Democratic 
Dictatorship of the Proletariat and Peasantry". 
Only Trotsky drew the bold and prophetic con- 
clusion after the 1905 events that the Russian 
revolution would have to be permanent - i.e. 
that the "Democratic Dictatorship... " in order 
to survive, would be forced along the path of 
the complete expropriation of Capital in Russia. 
Both agreed that the most vital key to the sur- 
vival of the revolution was the success of pro- 
letarian revolutions in the heartlands of 
European capitalism. 

So, even when Lenin was arguing for the use 
of elections and parliaments, it was always to 
be subordinated to the revolutionary mobilisa- 
tion of the working class in the lead of the 
peasants. But, given the setback which the 
suppression of the Soviet in December 1905 
betokened, Lenin was prepared for the difficult 
and patient job of "patiently explaining" the 
way to unite all layers of the workers and 
peasants for a new insurrection. The objective 
situation had changed since 1905 rapidly and 


‘dramatically. There were many struggles 


continuing here and there - some quite 
significant - but Lenin knew that boycott calls 
would, at that point, be ineffective in 
challenging the old regime. They would only feed 
the tendency to isolated putsches, thereby 
feeding demoralisation 


THE SECOND DUMA 


In the run up to the February 1907 
elections for the Second Duma, Lenin was in a 
minority in the Bolsheviks, and while the 
Russian Social Democrats as a whole voted to 
participate in the elections, it was the motion 
from the Mensheviks and not Lenin that was 
carried. The ranks of the party were formally 
united but there was confusion over what the 
practical content of their activity should be, 
for, the Menshevik policy was a conciliationist, 
narliamentarist one that satisfied nobody in the 
revolutionary wing of the party. 


Undoubtedly this confusion made things 
easier for the reaction to become consolidated 
m the next period, although it was the Cadets 
who suffered most in the elections while the 
extreme Right were to gain. The vacillations of 
the Mensheviks, seeking to make deals with the 
Cadets in advance out of fears of the Right 
getting a majority IN the Duma, had the effect 
of fudging the independent political profile of 
the Social Democrats as a Duma party - more 
mportantly, as a party of struggle outside the 
Duma. In spite of continuous harrassment of 
Social Democrat and other left deputies, not to 
mention the cover given to the mounting assaults 
om the working class under the cover of 
legitimacy provided by the Duma, Lenin fought to 
wse it as a platform to call workers and 
peasants to action in their own immediate and 
historic interests. The Tsarist Government 
cissolved, in the fashion of a coup, the second 
Duma on 13 June 1907 and launched a ferocious 
attack on the already restricted political 
freedoms. 


THIRD DUMA = 
AGAINST BOYCOTT 


New electoral laws of a more restrictive 
character were issued as the reactionary 
pro-Tsarist forces - the Black Hundreds and the 
Octobdrists - got more comfortably into the 
political saddle. The new, Third Duma which was 
eventually installed was a virtual rubber stamp 
for the Tsarist Government in which the fascist 
Slack Hundreds had 40% of the seats and the 
extreme right-wing Octobrists had a further 25%, 
In spite of the reactionary nature of the Duma 

Lenin was again AGAINST a boycott on the 
grounds that the coup was the logical 
continuation of the smashing of the Soviet in 
December 1905 and that, as long as there was no 
possibility of a general revolutionary upswing 
to bring the Duma down, it would be wrong to 
moralistically spurn the Duma in words. 


Duma tactics would be helpful in defending the 
oppressed masses and the urban workers from the 
blows of the Government. He dealt in an illumi- 
nating way with what he called "the strongest of 
the only Marxist arguments in favour of a boy- 
cott to the last" (Against Boycott CW 13, p44), 
Such an argument would run as follows: 
Active boycott has no revolutionary meaning 
apart from a broad revolutionary upswing. But 
a broad upswing evolves from one that is not 
broad. Signs of a certain upswing are in 
evidence. The boycott slogan ought to be 
launched by us, since that slogan supports, '' 
develops and expands the incipient upswing. 
‘Lenin's answer to this argument was: 
What follows from all of this? We have before 
us the beginning of a partial upswing of 
revolutionary import. Must we make every 
effort to support and develop it and to try 
and convert it into a general revolutionary 
upswing and then into a movement of an 
aggressive type? Undoubtedly. There can be no 
two opinions about this among social 
cemocrats... But do we need the boycott slogan 
for developing the movement AT THIS VERY 
MOMENT at the beginning 
ef a partial upswing, before it has definitely 
passed into a general upswing? Is this slogan 
capable of developing the movement today? This 
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is a different question, one which, in our 
opinion, would have to be answered in the 
negative. (Against Boycott. CW 13,p46-7.) 


KEY LESSONS 


The key lessons of Lenin's experience with the 
boycott tactic, therefore, were as follows. 

1, At all times the question of parliaments and 
elections are of a secondary nature and are 
tactics, subordinated to the key strategic goal 
of mobilising the working class in real struggle 
on a war footing against the regime of the 
ruling CLASS. 

2. The boycott tactic is applicable only in 
circumstances where there is already a general 
revolutionary upswing of the workers and other 
oppressed strata THEMSELVES, which is Capable of 
making the boycott effective, i.e. sweeping 
aside the proposed body and forcing the old 
regime to its knees, 


3, Lenin was completely against boycottism as a 
Strategic doctrine or "line of tactics". He 
compared it with fetishising guerilla tactics 
which must be subordinated to the self-activity 
of the working class. He was against elitist, 
sectarian advocacy of boycott tactics aimed 
purely at currying a radical image, but which in 
no way addressed the concrete needs of the 
struggle of the working class and oppressed 
masses. 

4. It was not on the basis of how reactionary a 
particular assembly was but on the question of 
whether it was possible to bypass it that the 
boycott tactic depended. 


Trotsky Spain & Baycott 


Trotsky correctly applied the boycott 
tactic in the crucial early days of the Spanish 
revolutionary crisis which gradually followed 
the resignation of the military dictator, Primo 
de Rivera. His resignation in Jan. 1930 left the 
old institutions of military and Monarch intact 
and the King, Alfonso XIII, appointed Berenguer 
a military Prime Minister in his place. 

Although it was not an uprising that 
brought de Rivera down, his demise raised hopes 
and expectations among the working class and 
peasants. It gave rise to growing strike 
movements and demands for political freedoms - 
in particular a Republic, Middle ranking 
Republican sections of the military in December 
1930 attempted to seize the initiative in an 
attempted military coup. The leaders of this 
Jaca republican uprising were brutally executed 
by Berenguer and a massive strike movement 
developed and angrily demanded the smashing of 
the old military-monarchist regime. In 
desperation King Alfonso promised to concede a 
Cortes, or legislative Assembly, in January 
1931, 

Trotsky, in exile and fighting to regener- 
ate the Stalinist Communist International, 
argued that the Communists in Spain should 
immediately champion the tactic of active boy- 
cott of this sham proposal as it was quite 
obvious that it could be swept away, and, more 
importantly, the old monarchist regime with all 
its blood-soaked trappings could be brought to 
its knees. 


In raising the boycott slogan AT THIS 
MOMENT, he was basing himself on an objective 
analysis of the revolutionary temper of the 
working class and masses. If there was no gen- 
eral mobilisation among them he would have opp- 
osed the boycott as a mere empty phrase. In 
arguing for the active boycott Trotsky put 
forward the elements of a programme strategic- 
ally derived from the perspective of making the 
revolution PERMANENT, i.e. aimed at the goal of 


a WORKERS Republic. In it he argued for an act- 


ive boycott, not just to stop elections, but to 
prepare for a general strike and MASS insurrec- 
tion by workers, peasants and soldiers to esta- 
blish a provisional revolutionary government. 





On this basis, in view of the large peasant 
population (70%) and unsolved land question, 
Trotsky argued that the slogan of the 
REVOLUTIONARY Constituent Assembly could 
not be ignored. While Trotsky was against 
counterposing the slogan of soviets, or soviet 
government, to this slogan, he nevertheless 
urged the building of workers' councils of 

action as the key organs of struggle which alone 
could guarantee the convocation of a revolu- 
tionary Constituent Assembly. They were at this 
time coming into being through the strike comm- 
ittees that existed already. 

But the Spanish communists, under the 
tutelage of the Stalinists ignored Trotsky's 
advice: 

...the communists obviously made an error by 
failing to take the initiative in the boycott. 
They alone, at the head of the revolutionary 
workers, could have given the campaign a bold 
and militant character. The sentiment for 
boycott is nevertheless clearly widespread in 
the OPPOSITION parties and is a symptom 

of the profound restlessness among the popular 
masses. (The Spanish Revolution, p.89-90) 


The Republican, Socialist and Anarchist 
forces dominated the boycott campaign and gave 
it a middle-of-the-road bourgeois character. The 
militancy from below made the boycott a success, 
as the April 1931 municipal elections proved. 

The Republican forces swept out the Right, thus 
stealing a march on the wrong-footed Communists. 
Berenguer was forced to resign and the king fled 
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the country. A civilian government, bourgeois 
and reformist in composition, but with a mass 
base and promising to bring changes, inaugurated 
the republican phase. 

Although Trotsky's prograinme did not change 
to a parliamentarist or even to a purely revol- 
utionary-republican one, nevertheless, he esti- 
mated that a more protracted struggle involving 
parliamentary tactics would now be necessary if 
the workers and peasants were to shake off ill- 
usions in the treacherous middle of the road 
republicans. Thus only months after firmly 
advocating an active boycott, the objective 
situation had changed and it would have been an 
error to boycott the elections called by the 
Republicans. Needless to say Trotsky did not for 
one moment whittle down the fighing demands of a 
democratic, economic and revolutionary transi- 
tional character even in the election context. 

He summed up his view as follows: 
With regard to the Berenguer Cortes, the 
tactic of boycott was perfectly correct. It 
was clear beforehand that either Alfonso would 
succeed for a certain period in again 
resorting to the road of military 
dictatorship, or else the movement would roll 
over the head of Berenguer and his Cortes. 
Under these conditions, the communists had to 
take the initiative in the struggle to boycott 
the Cortes. THIS IS PRECISELY 
WHAT WE (the Left Opposition - IWG) INSISTED 
ON WITH THE AID OF THOSE MEAGRE 
RESOURCES THAT WE HAD AT OUR DISPOSAL... 


Unfortunately, the Spanish communists, thrown 
off the track by the leadership of the Comin- 
tern, did not understand the situation and 
made preparations to participate in the elec- 
tions, but again without any confidence. The 
events rolled over their heads, and the first 
victory of the revolution brought the commun- 
ists almost no increase in influence. 

Now the Zamora Government (i.e. Republi- 
can, based on the municipal elections - IWG) 
has undertaken to convene a Constituent 
Cortes. Is there any basis for thinking that 
the convocation of this Cortes will be inter- 
rupted by a second revolution? There is no 
basis whatever. Powerful movements of the 
masses are quite possible, but without a 
programme, without a party, without a leader- 
ship, these movements cannot bring about a 
second revolution. To call for a boycott would 
now be to call for self-isolation. It is 
necessary to participate most actively in the 
election. (ibid p1l14-5.) 

Trotsky's practice confirms the principle 
developed by Lenin in the application of the 
boycott, i.e. that it must be centred around a 
revolutionary mobilisation of the working class 
and oppressed masses against the old regime. The 
boycott is only operative where there is a 
general upswing of struggle, political in char- 
acter and seriously capable of challenging the 
old regime. When the objective conditions chan- 
ged and there was no political challenge to the 
bourgeois republican regime, the quickest way to 
bring about such a challenge involved the use of 
election tactics to "patiently explain" and 
prepare the workers to shed their illusions in 
the middle-of-the-roaders by united action 
around key struggles for the elements of the 
revolutionary working class programme. Boycott 
in these conditions, however radical sounding, 
was only empty moralism and a recipe for 
political marginalisation. 


LWR’S CENTRIST ALCHEMY 
ON THE BOYCOTT 


After the failure of the H-Block struggle, 
during which the League for a Workers Republic 
(LWR) floundered politically, its journal 
‘Workers Republic’ carried a major article from 
Paddy Healy designed to give the appearance of a 
self-correction based on a return to Lenin and 
Trotsky. Centrally it deals with the question of 
parliamentary boycotts - the issue on which 
LWR's practice had come into flagrant conflict 
with basic Marxist principles. For example, 

Healy himself had run as a candidate for the 
Dail on an abstentionist basis, claiming at that 
time (June '81) that revolutionaries could NEVER 
sit in the 'Free State' parliament. Healy's 
article, entitled "Abstentionism - a 
Contribution to the Discussion" surveys the 
positions of Lenin and Trotsky on boycotts. 
Healy is formally correct when he concludes: 
"It is clear from the method employed by Lenin 
and Trotsky that a general boycott of even the 
most reactionary parliaments is not a matter 
of principle." ... 
"Fundamentaly a boycott is justified if it 
facilitates the overthrow of repressive 
institutions by uniting all the oppressed 
masses in insurrectionary action"... and 
"Boycotting an existing parliament is 
counterproductive unless an insurrectionary 
process is already in train which can result 
in its imminent overthrow". (WR 88, p7) 

The method summarised here is, however, NOT 
the method applied by Healy to the Irish context 
later in the article, nor by the LWR to the 
present question of the Prior Assembly - in 
which they called for a "total nationalist | 
boycott" (WR 90) and failing that, for votes for 
Sinn Fein. Healy is unable to re-apply the 
method of Lenin and Trotsky concretely in 
Ireland because he evades at every point, as is 
clear from his article, the CLASS character of 
the social goals and revolutionary action upon 
which the use of the boycott tactic depends, 
that is, for example, precisely what 
distinguished Trotsky's use of the boycott 
slogan from that of the Spanish republicans in 1931. 


This evasion of the key question for 
revolutionary Marxists becomes clear when 
Healy deals with Ireland: 

"The essential counter-revolutionary nature of 
the Free State does not lie in the capitalist 
nature of its dominant parties or its 
government. It lies in its VERY EXISTENCE, It 
is the main bulwark of imperialist dominance 
in Ireland", _ 

Thus Healy deliberately fudges the 
importance of the CLASS character of the 
Southern state and the CAPITALIST nature of 
imperialism itself! He also evades the Marxist 
distinction between the class nature of the 
STATE - which is defined by the (capitalist) 
property relations it defends - and its 
political parliamentary and governmental FORMS 
tin Ireland, Partition into two reactionary 
states). He goes on to substitute instead what 
is for Marxists a secondary distinction between 
"Free Staters' and 'true' Republicans. His 
conception of the Southern Parliament is little 
different from that of traditional revolutionary 
Nationalism. Thus, while he NOW admits that 
revolutionaries might take seats in Leinster 
House (the Southern Dail), he rules out in 
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advance even the permissibility ot calling tor 
workers parties to take governmental power 
within the Southern State: 
"The slogan of a Workers' Government in 
Leinster House would STRENGTHEN illusions in a 
parliament whose main context is denial of 
self-determination to the Irish people of 
which the people of the 26-counties are a 


part." 


Let us not be fooled into thinking that 
Healy is therefore fighting against 
parliamentary and constitutional illusions! His 
purpose is to associate himself with the 
revolutionary - but revolutionary Nationalist - 
attitude of Republicanism to the Dail. As he 
says: "The abstentionist position of the IRA has 
a very positive revolutionary content. It 
declares that there is no way forward through 


Leinster House". By this he means that a 
32-county PARLIAMENT IS the 'way forward' - a 
slogan which LWR turns into a STRATEGY at the 
expense of the conscious class fight for workers 
power - the Permanent Revolution. (There is not 
space here to comment on Healy's conception of a 
'Workers Government' other than to say that it 
is purely parliamentary and un-marxist.) So, he 
concludes: 
"The MATTER OF PRINCIPLE for revolutionaries 
in Free State elections is to contest the 
elections on the basis of replacing Leinster 
House by the holding of elections to an all 
Ireland Assembly. The Provisionals have never 
done this." (p.10) 

Evidently the "matter of principle for 
revolutionaries" refers only to revolutionary 
nationalists! It is clearly an attempt to 
"correct" the petty bourgeois republican 
programme of the Provisionals - but strictly 
within bourgeois-democratic limits - by simply 
adding the contentless all-Ireland Constituent 
Assembly slogan. 

- However, as LWR's latest position on the 
Prior Assembly shows, Healy's attempt to make 
republicanism more profound is a smokescreen for 


_continuing failure, despite admitted errors, to 


relocate LWR's tactical method in the 
revolutionary marxist tradition. In proposing a 
boycott of the Prior Assembly LWR make no 
attempt whatever to square their tactic with 
what Healy claims to have learned from Lenin and 
Trotsky about the objective conditions necessary 
for an active revolutionary boycott. Where is 
the active mass mobilisation which can make the 
tactic operable? Instead the LWR writes in WR 
90: : 

"A total, active boycott of the elections, in 
the name of a fight for a 32-county Assembly, 
(sic) would have offered the nationalist 

people (sic) a political way forward." 


Thus the LWR continues, in true centrist 
fashion, to confound the Marxist TACTIC of 
active boycott with the Nationalist Republican 
POLICY of abstentionism - a moralistic boycott, 
in words, of any parliament within the framework 
of Partition irrespective .of the objective 
conditions of struggle and in no way countering 
constitutional illusions in bourgeois democracy. 
In sum, the LWR not only adapt in practice to 
petty-bourgeois Republicanism, but are guilty of 
distorting even the theoretical foundations of 
revolutionary Trotskyism on which alone can the 
programme of Permanent Revolution be made 
concrete for the Irish working class. @ 





MALVINAS WAR 





ACID TEST OF 





Britain's Imperialist war with Argentina 
over the Malvinas/Falklands necessitates the 
clearest and most unequivocal reaction from 
revolutionaries. We must go beyond speculation 
to explanation of this war because a clear 
scientific understanding is the only basis for 
decisive opposition to the imperialist system in 
which this war has its roots. 


The Falkland Islands were originally seized 
by Britain from the disintegrating Spanish 
Empire in order to act as a supply depot for 
British trade and as a naval base for control of 
the South Atlantic. Spanish and Argentinian 
settlers were expelled from the islands, which 
were subsequently "planted" with British sett- 
lers. The islands are important to Britain now 
because they are the sole basis of Britain's 
claim to the vast natural resources of Antarc- 
tica. The islands are also of strategic import- 
ance. They guard the approaches to the straits 
of Magellan, the only alternative to the Panama 
Canal as a route between the Atlantic and the 
Pacific. So Britain's real reasons for rushing 
to the defence of the islands was not the 
defence of the "democratic rights" of the 
islanders, but the protection of the strategic 
interests both economic and military of 
imperialism. 


This war was also fought in order to re- 
assert the economic dominance of British and US 
finance capital in Argentina itself, The teimpo- 
rary and partial rebellion of the Junta against 
their imperialist masters which the invasion of 
the islands involved was a result of the parti- 
cular characteristics in Argentina. The decline 
in the first half of the this century of Brit- 
ain's economic power, with the disintegration of 
its colonial empire, gave the Argentinian bour- 
geoisie greater relative independence - but 
without essentially altering their role as a 
client of imperialism. For example, of the 
country's top 20 companies, 9 are foreign-owned, 
including Fiat, Shell, Esso, Ford and Renault. 
Another 9 are state-owned service industries 
built on the basis of imperialist finance. The 
public sector as a whole owed $14.5 billion in 
foreign debts in 1980, But the survival of this 
client state, in which a Military Bonapartist 
regime was installed ON BEHALF of imperialism, 
is now threatened economically by the demands of 
that same system of imperialism. 


INTERNATIONALISM 


IMPERIALIST DOMINATION 


Argentina has been subject to a large influx 
of imperialist finance capital since the 1870s - 
first British and French and since the Second 
World War mainly American. Because of these high 
levels of foreign investment for so long 
Argentina has developed a large and often 
militant working class. The Argentinian ruling 
class have had to respond to this threat. 
Between 1945 and 1955 a populist nationalist 
Bonapartist regime under Juan Peron attempted to 
fashion a more independent national capitalism, 
the better to control the working class by 
politically tying them to the industrial bour- 
geoisie on the basis of anti-imperialist 
RHETORIC. Peron failed for lack of native 
capital. His failure illustrates the truth of 
Trotsky's understanding of the inability of 
semi-colonial national bourgeoisies under 
imperialism to industrialise independently. The 
ruling class was forced to accept the dominance 
of US capital and to control the working class 
by setting up right-wing dictatorships backed by 
fascist auxiliaries. (The invasion of the 
Malvinas was another desperate attempt to head 
off mounting working class opposition to the 
deepening economic crisis using anti-colonial 
rhetoric to appeal to the nationalism of the 
masses.) 


Argentina has paid dearly for its complete 
re-integration into the grip of foreign finance 
capital. In the 1960s - boom years for imperi- 
alism - Argentina experienced unemployment rates 
of 4.7 and 8.8% and an average inflation rate of 
30%. With the return to global crisis in the 
1970s inflation averaged 60% a year; to-day it 
is running at 130%. 


Argentina's industrial production is 
running at only 50% of capacity. So, like Chile 
and Uruguay, Argentina has launched savage IMF- 
backed monetarist policies, attacking social 
services and denationalising the public sector 
to try to maintain foreign investment and to 
service debt repayments. However, the cost of 
this monetarist subservience to imperialism has 
not only been paid by the working class - three 
milllion of them unemployed (in a population 
one-third of Britain's) without any dole. Native 
capital and thus the ruling class itself have 


also been squeezed by these policies - e.g. the 
number of bankruptcies tripled in the first half 
of 1980, 


So all attempts of the Argentinian ruling 
class to alter the terms of their relationship 
with imperialism have failed and the semi-col- 
onial status which ensured Argentina's relative 
prosperity before World War 2 has meant its 
relative impoverishment since then, By 1972 
Argentina's per capita income had slipped to 
35th place in the world, from 8th place in 1930, 
and the decline is continuing. For this reason 
the semi-colonial status of a country like 
Argentina gives the masses a material interest 
in opposing imperialism. It is this which gives 
the potential to residual colonial questions 
such as Malvinas to become a flashpoint for open 
antagonism, mass struggle and war against 
imperialism, 


IMPERIALISMS 
“DEMOCRATIC” RHETORIC 


Therefore, the army which faced Thatcher's 
Task Force on the Malvinas was the army of an 
imperialised and oppressed country, not the army 
of a rival imperialist state. In all such cases 
where an imperialist power goes to war with an 
imperialised semi-colony, revolutionary Marxists 
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as a matter of principle must support the opp- 
ressed nation against the oppressor. It is for 
that reason that the Irish Workers Group, and in 
Britain the Workers Power group, gave critical 
but unconditional support to Argentina against 
Britain from the time Argentina seized the 
islands. 


Revolutionary Trotskyists firmly hold (on 
the principle of Permanent Revolution) that 


COMPLETE national freedom from imperialism could 


only be achieved by the working class of Argen- 
tina coming to the head of the struggle against 
British imperialism for the Malvinas and only by 
simultaneously expropriating ALL national and 
foreign capitalism in Argentina. Nevertheless, a 
partial victory for the oppressed masses of 


Argentina, EVEN BEHIND GALTIERI, would have been 


a major blow to the interests and strategy of 
the British ruling class at home and abroad. 


For, a defeat for British imperialism would 
have shattered the social chauvinist illusions 
deeply embedded within the ranks of the British 
working class and labour movement, illusions 
which remain a major force in the strength and 
power of their ruling class. Equally a victory 
for the oppressed masses in Argentina over 
British imperialism, by removing residual colo- 
nial questions, would not only have cleared the 
way for a life or death struggle 
of the Argentinian masses against 
the Junta and against the CLASS 
interests it represents, but it 
would have set in motion the only 
force that can ensure total 
victory over imperialist 
Capitalism - the working class. 


The barbarous or reactionary 
nature of the political regime in 
Argentina, though important, is 
NOT the decisive issue - contrary 
to what the Militant Tendency 
believes. It does not deter 
revolutionaries from standing with 
the Argentine working class 
against Imperialism. The removal 
of the Junta is a task of the 
masses in Argentina, not of a 
"democratic" Imperialist power. 
Thatcher's, Foot's and Benn's 
opposition to the undemocratic 
nature of the Junta was empty 
rhetoric. Its purpose was to 
persuade the British masses to 
, back the reactionary purpose of 
the war. Given a choice, Thatcher 
would merely replace the Junta 
| with a dictatorship even more 
subservient to imperialism and 
more violent in its attacks on the 
Argentinian workers, 


has dropped her hypocritical 
rhetoric against "fascist 
dictatorship" in Argentina. All 


Now that she has won Thatcher 


these 





points were made clearly by Trotsky in relation 

to threat of open conflict between Britain and 

the Brazilian dictatorship under Vargas in 1938. 
"In Brazil there now reigns a semi-fascist 
regime that every revolutionary can only view 
with hatred. Let us assume, however, that on 
the morrow England enters into a military _ 
conflict with Brazil. I ask you on whose side 
of the conflict will the working class be? I 
will answer for myself personally - in this 
case I will be on the side of "fascist" Brazil 
against "democratic" Great Britain. Why? 
Because in the conflict between them it will 
not be a question of democracy or fascism. If 
England should be victorious, she will put 
another fascist in Rio de Janeiro and will 
place double chains on Brazil. If Brazil on 
the contrary should be victorious, it will 
give a mighty impulse to national and democ- 
ratic consciousness of the country and will 
lead to the overthrow of the Vargas dictator- 
ship. The defeat of England will at the same 
time deliver a blow to British imperialism and 
will give an impulse to the revolutionary 
movement of the British proletariat. Truly, 
one must have an empty head to reduce world 
antagonisms and military conflicts to the 
struggle between fascism and democracy. Under 
all masks we must know how to distinguish 
exploiters, slave-owners and robbers!" 
(Trotsky, Writings 1938-9 p. 34). 


ACTION PROGRAMME 
FOR ARGENTINA 


A revolutionary Marxist current in Argen- 
tina, while supporting the Government against 
Sritish attempts to retake Malvinas, would have 
done so from a clear revolutionary socialist 
perspective. It would have argued for a contin- 
uation of the class struggle up to and including 
the overthrow of the Junta. It would have con- 
sistently pointed to the fake anti-imperialism 
of the Generals. Under the slogan "Spread the 
anti-imperialist struggle to the mainland" it 
would have demanded the expropriation under 
workers control of all the imperialist assets, 
and the cancelling of the crippling foreign debt 
to imperialism. The only exception made to the 
struggle against the bosses and their junta 
would have been industries directly producing 
for the war effort e.g. the aircraft industry, 
where the fight would have been instead for 
workers' inspection and control, It would have 
raised demands for the democratic rights of 
soldiers, for the election of officers, for the 
right of political association, and for the 
formation of an armed workers' militia. It would 
have struggled for the lifting of the state of 
seige and all the laws against trade unions and 
political parties. 


Against the political rule of the Junta a 
revolutionary tendency would have struggled for 
the immediate convening by the mass organs of 
the workers and the urban and rural poor of a 
Revolutionary Constituent Assembly. In such a 
situation a revolutionary communist organisation 
would argue for a Workers and Small Farmers 
Government to arm the workers, to break up the 
armed power of the capitalist states, to” break 
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the economic and social power of the landowning 
oligarchy and of the bourgeoisie and thus open 
the road to the dictatorship of the proletariat. 
Only such a programme based on the independent 
interests of the working class could have off- 
ered a perspective of winning the struggle 
against British imperialism and rallied workers 
small farmers and petty bourgeois strata to the 
side of the workers. The creation of a revolu- 
tionary communist party in the struggle for that 
programme is an indispensable condition of suc- 
cessfully fighting to implement it. 


WORKERS POWER 


In Britain Workers Power, fraternal organ- 
isation of the IWG gave absolute recognition to 
the right of Argentina to repossess the 
Malvinas. They wrote: 


"We condemn the Imperialist adventure of 
Britain in the South Atlantic, we are unequi- 
vocally for its failure, that is for the def- 
eat of British imperialism. A victory for 
Thatcher will not only strengthen her arm in 
her reactionary rampage against the working 
class at home. It will also strengthen the 
resolve of Imperialism and of Thatcher as the 
trusted ally of Reagan to step up its drive to 
crush the anti-imperialist struggles that 
threaten its power throughout the impoverished 
and underdeveloped world". (Workers Power No. 
32, May '82.) 


Workers Power argued against the jingoism 
of both the right and the left reformists in the 
Labour movement, and against the wavering neu- 
trality and effective pro-imperialism of the 
centrist groups. They argued for the withdrawal 
of the task force and the abandonment of all 
claims to the Malvinas by Britain. They called 
for the defeat of the task force and sided with 
Argentina against it. They argued within the 
labour movement for trades unions, trades coun- 
cils, shop steward commmittees and local labour 
parties to organise propaganda to combat the 
hysterical chauvinism of the British media, for 
workplace meetings to denounce the war, for mass 
demonstrations against it and for the blacking 
of all military supplies for the British armed 
forces. 


This policy - the Marxist position on war 
between Imperialist and anti-Imperialist coun- 
tries - was a difficult one to argue inside the 
labour movement. The whole history of British 
imperialism has infected the movement with the 
poison of social chauvinism as the Irish people 
know well. Workers Power were harrassed at dem- 
onstrations and within the labour movement by 
reformists, who did not stop short of threaten- 
ing them with the police. This pressure is 
inevitable in short wars and in the early period 
of longer ones. It has to be resisted. Ability 
to resist it depends entirely on the programma- 
tic coherence and correctness of our arguments 
and our willingness to fight for them in the 
workers' organisations. For this reason the war 
has proved a decisive test for all organisations 
claiming to stand in the traditions of revolu- 
tionary Marxism in -Britain. 


i 


SOCIAL CHAUVINISM 
OF ‘MILITANT’ 


But we don't have to go to Britain to see 
these centrist groups fail the test of the Mal- 
vinas struggle. The Militant Tendency in 
Ireland, already collapsing into reformism in 
step with Militant in Britain, have faithfully 
stood over their British comrades' betrayal of 
working class interests in the Falklands war. 
Militant's line can be seen in the following 
attack on far-left groups who critically 
supported Argentina in the war: 

"Support for the Junta would put Marxists 
beyond the pale in the eyes of the workers 
leaving the Tories free hypocritically to 
capitalise on the ‘fight on fascism'... The 
most monstrous absurdity of the sects' (sic) 
position, however, is the idea that workers can 
be won to a socialist position on the basis of 
calling for the defeat of the task force, 
calling literally - as representatives of the 
sects have stated in public - for "the sinking 
of the fleet"! They are in favour of the 
slaughter of workers in the ranks of the Navy 
and army, and on this basis they will win mass 
support from the working class! This is a 
travesty of Marxism..." - Militant 
International Review June '82 p.7. 


So, when Foot, Healy and Callaghan stand 
with "Our Boys in the South Atlantic", Militant 
picks up the refrain and tries to paint it red 
with defence of "workers in uniform"! Of course 
young men are recruited from the working class, 
driven to become professional killers by a 
capitalism that can offer them no useful work 
and would pauperise them if they stayed on the 
dole. However once in the professional army 
these young workers are inculcated with a 
discipline and ideology that is absolutely 
pro-imperialist. 

Their actions are necessarily pro-imperialist in 
every war they fight. We are in favour of 
agitation and fraternisation to win them to the 
side of the workers. This cannot be done by 
conceding that the British Army is simply 
another section of workers, but rather by 
destabilising it through trade unionisation of 

the ranks and the formation of soldiers commit- 
tees. But imperialist wars can never be justif- 
ied to the working class. Imperialism itself by 
oppression and war imposes on the working class 
and oppressed the necessity to oppose and phys- 
ically destroy its armies with force wherever 
they cannot be subverted by fraternisation. The 
"Workers in uniform" argument, where it is not 
clearly subordinated to the fight against 
moperialism, serves only to weaken the working 
class and strengthen its imperialist opponents. 
It was designed to justify Militant's refusal to 
eppose the war, and was used in practice by them 
m the British Labour Party to oppose any reso- 
tstion calling on the Parliamentary Labour Party 
tm vote against war credits. The policy of 
Wilitant was summed up by Lynn Walsh: 


"The Labour movement should be mobilised 
to force a general election to open the way 
for the return of a Labour government to 
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implement socialist policies at home and 
abroad. Victory of a socialist government in 
Britain would immediately transform the situ- 
ation in relation to the Falklands. The Junta 
would no longer be able to claim to be fight- 
ing British Imperialism... ([!) ... A Labour 
Government ... would continue the war on 
socialist lines." (MIR p4). 


The specific crisis workers faced in this 
war was therefore ignored by Militant. Lenin's 
slogan "Turn the imperialist war into a civil 
war" was, like the rest of the revolutionary 
programme, reduced by Militant to the utopian 
call for "Labour to power on a socialist prog- 
ramme", a slogan that can only paralyse workers 
in struggle with the lie that the Labour Party 
can ever lead a socialist revolution. Their 
accomodation to Labour reformism leads them to 
the despicable claim that "neither the Falkland 
Islanders nor the Labour movement internation- 
ally has anything to gain from 'victory' by 
either side". In terror of having to cut against 
war-time jingoism in the working class, Militant 
puts the settlers’ interests first, and blinds 
workers to the strategy of imperialism. 


The result of the war shows how Militant 
were wrong in claiming that it did not matter to 
workers which side won the war - and indeed 
hypocritical, for Militant's Ted Grant wrote in 
"Falklands Crisis - A Socialist Answer" (p.3) 
that: "In this war a defeat for Argentina will 
provoke the revolution" - that is a defeat by 
British Imperialism! Thatcher and her hard line 
faction within the Tory party, within the mili- 
tary hierarchy and the ruling class in general, 
have won a triple victory. They have won a vic- 
tory over the "moderate" Carrington wing of 
Thatcher's own party, they have inflicted seri- 
ous blows on the Labour movement and they have 
even stolen a march on their allies, the US and 
the EEC leaders whom Thatcher forced into open 
support of her war. Militant's leaders will 
ignore this. They will avoid all attempts to 
reassess the war or their role in it. Integral 
to Militant's road to reformism has always been 
the refusal of its leaders ever to analyse past 
defeats honestly or to seriously discuss prog- 
rammatic issues. Such is their opportunism, 


OUTCOME OF THE WAR 


The effect of the war on Argentina has not 
been clearly demonstrated yet. The present sit- 
uation poses a serious threat to the Argentinian 
ruling class and to US imperialism. The deep 
divisions within the ruling class,which persist, 
create a situation in which an offensive by the 
Argentinian working class, a mass political 
general strike, can bring down the Junta. The 
demoralisatioin Argentina has suffered can be 
turned against the Junta and the ruling class, 
whose pseudo anti-imperialist rhetoric was its 
cause, if a revolutionary Trotskyist party is 
fought for in struggle around democratic and 
transitional slogans. In this way the 
Argentinian workers can put their own class 
power on the agenda. 





HALT ZIONIST BUTCHERY 


IN THE WAKE of the horrific massacre in 

the West Beirut refuyee camps of Sabra and 
Chatila, Reagan’s marines have tanded in Leb- 
anon in the hypocritical guise of protectors of 
the Palestinians. 

US imperialism hopes to garner the full 
fruits of the genocidal Lebanese war. It was 
the US that armed and encouraged the Zionist 
butchers Sharon and Begin - their “special’’ 
allies in the Middle East. 

Secondly the US obstructed any UN intervention 
and threw its economic and diplomatic weight into 
keeping the Arab regimes from rendering the slightest 
assistance to the beleagured PLO. Whilst Israeli artill- 
ery pounded the Palestinian refugee camps and Leb- 
anese towns, signalling that Sharon and Begin’s aims 
were the complete elimination of the Palestinians 
from Lebanon, Reagan was still having friendly phone 
calls with ‘““Menachem”’. It was only with the bottling 


up of the PLO in Beirut that the US felt it necessary 
to adopt a different role. Here Reagan's envoy 

Philip Habib attempted to remove and disperse the 
only armed defence militia the Palestinians possess 
“by peaceful means”. 


Caught between the hamrtfer of Zionist and Phal- 
angist military superiority and the anvil of US- 
orchestrated indifference from the whole Arab world, 
the PLO withdrew. The PLO leaders falsely claimed 
this as a victory. The PLO fighters however knew 
the horrific dangers their people would suffer. The 
memories of Tel Al Zataar where 3,000 perished, 
showed what mercy Palestinians could expect from 
the bloody Phalangists. 


A Lebanese army under the control of their 
“fuehrer” Gemayel was going to be no protection. 
Pogrom was inevitable and indeed played a well- 
tried part in the Israeli-Phalangist plan for a restored 
Maronite Lebanon allied to (ie subordinate to) Israel. 


Tensions between Bashin Gemayel and Begin devel- 
oped as the former adopted an “independent” stance, 
more inclined to US plans to achieve a solution via 
“West Bank” autonomy. 

Certainly the Begin-Sharon axis has important 
tactical differences with Reagan. They wish to settle 
and absorb the West Bank in the coming decades. 
They wish to find a suitable pretext to seize a good 
slice of Southern Lebanon, utilising its water for 
irrigation and opening it up eventually to the 
“created facts” of Israeli settlement. Begin’s Likud- 
dominated coalition has to deliver to the hitherto 
discriminated-against, and hard-done-by oriental Jews - 
this cannot be done without expansion, without 
choice land for new settlements. 

US imperialism, and the newly triumphant Maron- 
ites have a divergent view. They wish to restore the 
old role of Lebanon as the financial centre of the 
Middle East, the valve through which the raw mat- 
erials and petro-dollars of the Arab world are pumped 
to the imperialist powers, and the manufactured 
goods and western investments are pumped in. 


Every defeat the Israelis inflict on the oppressed 
Palestinian people, every humiliation they visit on 
the Arab regimes that have established with Soviet 
aid, a basis for occasional anti-imperialist actions 
and more regular anti-imperialist rhetoric, is welcome 
to the United States. But the constant expansion of 
israel and its consequent destablisation of the conserv- 
ative Arab regimes upsets the plans for the extension 








of the Camp David system. The US want formally 
independent Arab semi-colonies, safe for US invest= 
ment, and safe from radical nationalist, pro-Soviet 

or working class ‘‘disruption”. Thus Begin’s massacre 
can be utilised by the US to call a halt to “excessive” 
expansion. 


But the US plans hold no hopes for the Palestin- 
ians. The Phalangist rulers of Central Lebanon and 
the Israeli occupation forces are now, after the Sabra- 
Chatila massacre, conducting systematic, brutal terror 
against Palestinian civilians. The lives of the 7,000 
admitted Palestinian prisoners in the Arisa concen- 
tration camp and the many more rounded up but 
whose imprisonment is ominously denied by ‘the 
israeli military authorities, are certainly in danger. 
Neither will be satisfied until the Palestinian nation 
is scattered to the ‘four corners of the Arab world - 
handed over to semi-feudal pro-Western stooges like 
the Saudi or Hashemite Kings, or fraudulent “anti- 
imperialists” like the Syrian or Iraqi Ba’athists. 


The armed resistance of the courageous Pales- 
tinian fighters and the mass struggles on the West 
Bank against Israeli encroachment indicate that 
serious as the defeats are that imperialism, Zionism 
and Arab reaction has imposed, the forces exist which 
can still defeat the projects of these vultures. 

The PLO leadership’s reliance on the Arab 
“radical” and ‘reactionary’ regimes, on the Soviet 
Dureaucracy and on the West Bank autonomy ploy 
of imperialism, has been cruelly exposed. All these 
forces colluded to destroy the only guarantee of pro- 
tection for the Palestinian people. 

However, the revulsion at Zionist crimes and US 
and Western European collusion with them, Arab 
shame at the prostration of their governments, can 
be the basis for a radical reconstitution of the anti- 
Zionist, anti-imperialist struggle within the Israeli 
state and the occupied West Bank. If the political 
lessons are learned then the Palestinians can escape 
from the dead-end ideologies and leaderships - | 
Stalinism, Arab nationalism, Islamic fundamentalism, 
that have led to defeat after defeat. A programme 
which seeks to mobilise the proletariat of the 
countries of the Middle East, against imperialist 
intervention, against the Zionist agent of imperialism, 
against the semi-feudal, bourgeois and bonapartist 
regimes, can alone be the basis of Palestinian victory. 


In the imperialist heartlands that exploit and div- 
ide the Arab world, which support with capital and 
armies the Zionist butchers, the duty of the labour 
movement is to fight-for the breaking of all links 
with Zionism, for a cessation of all arms, finance 
and trade which support the Israeli state’s war against 
the Palestinians. The basis of any real movement to 
effect this must be the working class and its own 
direct action. No trust can or should be put in 
Tory or Liberal “friends of Palestine”, let alone 
appeals made which could include the sinister forces 
of the far right. Bourgeois “anti-Zionism” is at best 
support for the most reactionary forces in the Arab 
world (and the imperialist interests involved in their 
maintenance). At its worst it is anti-semitism. The 
real needs of the oppressed will find no favour with 
such “‘allies”. 


Zionist troops out of Lebanon! 
US/French/Italian/UN troops out of Lebanon! 

For the armed self-defence of the Palestinians! 

For trade union blacking of all trade and arms ship- 
ments to Israel! 








This October will see the publicat- 
ion of “The Degenerated Revolution: 
The Origins and Nature of the Stalinist 
States” by Workers Power and the Irish 
Workers Group. This book is an attempt 
to utilise and develop Leon Trotsky’s 
analysis of the Soviet Union in order to 
explain the survival of Stalinism after 
the second world war and the creetion 
of states, with economies identical to 
that of the USSR, by stalinist parties. 

Against the many developing theo- 
ries that explain the USSR as a ‘new 
class’ or ‘state capitalist’ society, this 
book asserts the validity of Trotsky’s 
designation of the USSR as a degenerat- 
ed workers’ state. 

The book deals with the degener- 
ation of the Russian Revolution and the 

Left Opposition’s analysis of that pro- 
cess, and goes on to examine the post- 
war expansion of Stalinism in Eastern 
Europe, Asia and Cuba. It demonstra- 
tes how these bureaucratic revolutions 
confirm Trotsky’s analysis of Stalinism 
as counter-revolutionary. 

As well as dealing with the impli- 
cations of these revolutions, which pre- 
vented the working class from exerci- 
sing political power, for the Marxist 
theory of the state, The Degenerated 
Revolution examines the weaknesses 


and mistakes of previous attempts to 
analyse this process from the claimants 
of Trotsky’s heritage - from Ernest Mar- 
del’s ‘orthodox revisionism’ - to Tim 
Wolforth’s theory of ‘structural assi- 
milation’. 

The Degenerated Revolution repre 
sents a comprehensive attempt to come 
to grips with a question which was fun- 
damental to the degeneration and dis- 
integration of the post-war Fourth In- 
ternational. Its publication in a period 
of heightened cold-war tension provi- 
des the basis to arm Marxists with a 
revolutionary strategy for the defence 
of the Soviet Union and for the over- 
throw of the bureaucratic caste which 
dominates it. 








NOW 
AVAILABLE ! 


ORDER A COPY BY POST: 
MAKE CHEQUES PAYABLE TO 
'CLASS STRUGGLE' AND SEND 
TO J.Larkin, 

12 Langrishe Place Dublin l. 


Copies of “The Degenerated Revolution” are 
now available, price £2 (plus SOp p &p). 





